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ey ey SerboeCpoatian - Enghsh Contrastive Project 1s an interpationat
veanture ipvolving the cooperation of Yugoslav gnd American scholars. lts
primary aim ’s to facilitate the teaching of English as the second lapguage

to 8peakers of Serbo-Croatian, The regults should also have relevance for

the teaching of Serbo-Croatian to English speakers. K ig further hoped that
theae resuits will afford pew ingight {pto the linguistic structures of the two

fanguages and will constitute a contritwtion to contrastive linguistics.

The Project is direoted by Rudolf Filipovié, Professor of English and Director
of the Institute of Linguistics of the Faculty of Philosophy, University of Za-
greb, Yugoslavia, and coordinated by the Center for Applled Lirguistics,
Washington, D.C., 1},S. A, , represented by William Nemser, Director of

the Center‘s Foreign Language Program.

The Project is supported jointly by the governments of Yugoslavia and the
United States, and by the Ford Foundation.

The regults of the Project research are presented iy three saries;
A, Reports; B, Studiea; C. Pedagogical Materials.
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Eric P, llamp (Untveraity of (Chicago:
ON CONTRASTIVE  (uaNipdiliz: - an *

Any project for contrastive Eruramal : voo: 4 w -, .
English ghould be, 20 1o apeak, opwn sudet, o & e
there should be observers (rom ut loaxr rhw =" e 4 4 . v .. o
but [ think {hat thia ghould he considered 14 @y e & M. L. an o
merely {n terma of some envigaged f "urw pra. s ¢ 3
grammar writing wilhin the Slavic arvan 7 Tt a3 3 e
Albanian area of Yugoslavta would Mave telewn am s 3. ot . -
my thought gous considerablv fatther Tt -9 7« o« 4
at least of intevest, if no! shared. &Ferti g a.r. v i - w1 4o
particdlarly Romanian and Magves o fhey s o s e el ot 1
on the other And in thede caxen *hocn 'u sdtfnl 24 w4 o
with langnages that have no «loae tnrasedin » o - -

Ay contfRstive graiumal (Pojec” 8 100 e o
phases of practicality ne of "hart aat e 0w v o
of teaching English to apeakera «f arba | roi 4 s ud o e
Croatian to speakers of hnghst, et mfc 7opr s w0 o
ir‘wolved in any suych enterprine

That 3 unt o Munbead e AT atl @ wea -F om0 N
questions. and [ (lunk We snoald atways Seen owe wm -
With such ends in view we are fortml s @ om0 o9 e - - -
eyes closely focuged On RCiUal GCLuTring rodrders 4 4 .0 o v
excessively theoretical matters. however s:'ra. % #as pa. . o

be and however vahtable "he tamiighte et v - 0w oo .o

Q -
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On the other hand, while keeping these practical and homely questions
firmly tn mind, I want to focus attention also on what geems to me to be a
prospect that 12 at least equally intereating and ultimately productive. 1 refer
by thia to the more academic guestions of grammar writing, and to the
comparison of features in language gitvations of at least two sorts; for in
such 2 Project as this we would have two very different types of data
represented. One sort of problem is the contrastive problem offered by
English and Serbo.Croatizn, or separately by Englizh and any other language
of thia area. In guch @ caae, one is contrasting two languages that do not by
an\f.means come from obPosite enda of the earth; nevertheless, two such
languages are widely separated {n genetic time, are considerably separated
in geographical zpace, and are very interestingly separated in total cultural
remave in the anthrobological or sociological aense.

Again, when one thinks of Serbo-Croatian and Romanien or Magyar
or Albanian or Greek. one is thinking then of languages of fairly close
geographic Proximily, of languages, in many senses, of axiremely close
cultural proximity, but of structures of some considerable presumed distance.
Therefore, an experiment controlled In ihis fashion leaves 22 a variable to
be investigated the degree of linguistic remove that is actually to be found.
fn other wr:;'ds, we can think not only of the problem of stating just how
distant E'nglis’h and Serbo.Croatian are in so many ways, but conversely
we may ask just how near to identical Greek and Serbo-Croatian, for example,
are. This i8 to put the question in the simplest anfl Yoldest posaible terms.

In this senae it seems to me that in the long run the project
envisaged could furnish maf_tgarlal and insights of 8 much more far-reaching

1

sort than merely that of so]viﬁg an immediate problem of placing the

Jm—
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grammars of wo languages face to face and inspecting their differerices
Now, wlhen it comes lo the avestion of contrastive grammar as
sucly, 1am not entirely sure that 1 really understand what conirastive
grammar s supoosed tn be. [t seems 0 me that in many ways this remains
vet *5 he defined. or rather exnhcated? Obviously. it has to do with finding
oul +he fdifferences between‘f he grammars of two languages If we wan” "o
see what the differences are between two languages we could start out in
one of two either laborious or wrong -headed ways. We could simphy place
two texts ayde by side and somehow tist all the differences. Such 2 method
would ohivious!y have all the faults and more of all the wors' grammsa*ical
‘haories thas have been crizicised un 'o date. We could alternatively “rv
to put *wo speakers together and prod them to sepak, so that thev kee
making an infinte geries of ulterances for us and we could try to ¢oun! and

catalogue the differences as thev came along. This would involve onlv

carratr shaht differences from the first method.

Vin the other hand, 1t i8 clear that in some sense the guestioh of
contrastive grammar is in fact a matter of juxtaposing two bodies of
information and somehow listing the differences. Whether and in wha'

Way one can do :nofe than just list, so far as [ understand the matter,
remalns to be explored. That i8 to say, can one evolve & set of expressions
whith themseives are not in some way the result of some simple subtracrivy
of the two original gets of expressions that characterize the two original
grammars.

Now if, for the time belng. we envisage the problem as a question
of comparing two sets of expressions. two grammars, and listing the

differences, it is clear again that there are great differences to he found
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itn the result depending on the choice of grammatical theories that one
starts from.

As lunderstand it, it hog already been decided that this project
is to go forward on {he basis of a generative transformational approach to
grainmar. I think myself that in our present‘state of knowledge this is an
entirely good decision and the only aensible way to proceed. 1 thought 1 might
take @& the basing point of my little talk a couple of problems which illystrate
the usefulness of basing oneeelf on thie approach rather than on gome other
approach known to linguistic theory up to now.

By what | have somewhat playfuily called "contrastive contrastive
grammiar”, 1 mean, of course, the nature &nd kin @ of differences that would
be found between contrastive statements involving a c@uh of different
languages {in our case, of thls‘ Balkan area), E.g. a contrastive statement
of English and Serbo-Croatian should turn up verious facts, one of which is
that in gome situations one saya "molim" where one does not say “'please"
in English. nor "I beg you', or the like. Again, a contrastive statement of
£nglish and Greek will show that in Greek one frequently says [paraka‘lo]
analogously in cases where in English one does not say "please’, or the like.

In many respects both of these two observations in these two
contrastive statements will be identical; that is to say, the cccurrence or
non.otcurrence of "molim" and [parakxho] is noted contrastively in like
situations, both aemantic and syntactic, and it 13 also true that the List of
entries to which these two ohgervations ®pply are thoroughly paratiel. I am
#sure | must be overaimplifying here since 1 have simply picked the examples

at random, but they will aerve our purposae.

—
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The imagined list in each case is limited to this single item. Thus,
for purposes of such a contrastive statement It is of no wmoment thdt {H€/hrernal
structere of word formation, or the phorological composlli;n or"gome other
such relation between the two words "molim" and [paraka'lo] are quite distincr,
quite different and totally without connection. The two expressions are, in
short, nearly ag dissimilar one from the other as they each are separately .
from the English word "pleage’. But the other facts of their behaviour in a
contrastive Picture are notably alike {jncluding the fact that they are both first-
person verbs. with some complement deleted),

Thus, we gee a parallelism in two putative stale:::ents in such a detail
as this There are obvicusly many other details that could be similarly
singied out without great efiort af all. Small matters of vocabulary are always
the sagiest to think of 1n Such cases. E, g, in many parts of the Balkans the
hver and the lungs are clagsed under 2 single lexeme, something reflecting
Turiash [eigerj , and then they are differentiated by'modifying them as “whnite”
and “black".

But we are interested in exploring, too, some deeper matters than
these rather superficial, or rather detailed and fine-grained similarities or
differences between putative contrastive statemetits. Let us first take 2 problem
of phonology.

We know that in both Greek and Serbo-Croatian we encounter
notably — in a faghlon not similarly and typically encountered in all kinds of
English — two sets of sounds, We find, on the one hand, an "1" gound and an
"n" gound much tike those sounds found in some positions in some kinds of

English words, no matter whether British or American English. On the other

hand, we encounter palatal [l]and [n] sounds which are perhaps in some ways
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tosy familizr to speakers of many kinds of English.

Tn Greek we have, for Instance, such a sentence as [ta eljinjik Jen_ta
ksero poljl hl&] (as pronounced by many Greeks) "Greek, I don4 know it very
wall, I dont speak Greek very well". We have pairs of words in Greek which
are reminiscent {0 a gspeaker of Serbo-Croatian of things tound in his own
ls guage For instance, We have such a2 word as the word "o ment" ['ljono] .
which starts out a bit the way the Serbo-Croatian word [ljut] or [ljudi] staris
out. We have similarly words such as the verb "to feel"['njo#o] with a [nj]
much like that which starts out the Serbo.C roatian[njegov] or [njiva].

One can make a simple rule and say that lsaving -aside the det;ih
of the analysis of such forms as[‘ljono] or[njoﬁo] , all fireck "1".¢ and "n".s
are rreated 1n a predictable way depending on what follows them. lndeed, not l
all Greek Speﬁke;'s render theso things the same way. The way I pronounce
them above is a way that is quite current in the Peloponnesas, but it is by no
means used by all sptakers of other geographic or social provenience,

Now. if we base mmrselves upon & conventional taxonomic phonemic
granimar, whether or not it 19 bi-uniquely based {that is, with the restriction
of bi-uniqueness} or whether it is according to some other model, we will
Us! an inventory of sounds, inﬂu&ing different kinda of "1”.s and "n"-s. We
aan a.lso list distributions. In this wa‘y we will have different kinds of
statements occurring in different places {n the grammar which are in many
wavs difficult to compare. This will be particularly tme when we place side
by side the contrastive statement svolved from such & displsy for English
and Greek and oné for Engllsh and Serbo.Croalian: in short, both Serbo-
Croatisn and Greek will be found in this respect to have the same inventory
of items. They wili, however, show different distributionsg registered. Of

courae the distribution of consonants in Greek and Sv)w0.Croatian is markedly
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digsimilar in a great many ways. Thik only of the very strilung humitations
on congonantism in the finat positinn of words in these two languages. and yot
the utterly gifferent nature of the restrictions. In Greek one is restricted to
Just three consonants which may occur finally. leaving aside very recent
unassimilated loans, such as “golf". In Serbo-Croatian the limitation is not
so .~uch the noumber of final consonants as the arrangements of them and the
resolution of potential final clusters. Thus statements about the lUmitations
! in distribution of thesc liquids and nasals would be partly lost amongst other
staterments of distribution, and these facts would furthermore come out in
different places in the respective contrastive statements.

As we have noted above, inh Greek some épeakers will say [ta eljinyikh
den_ta ksero po‘ﬁ kalﬁ] with palatal [lj]and [nj]before all "1"” sounds. Others .
will say [ta elinika .’J'envta kséro poﬁ kaﬁ] with [!1 and [n] in such situations.
And you will also aear Greek sprfake;s who have [ta eljiniki Jen ta ksbro poljl

kalﬁ] with [131 p«;lata'i, but [n]not palatal. These would make the distributional

statements of a conventional phonemic grammar even more complicated. A
Firthian prosedic treatment would turn out to b equally diapersed in its
treatment of th:se particulars,

On the other hand in Serbo-Croatian we may profitably consider such
examples as [Oni su mi dali nekolikko od najboljih knjiga koje su lmali] . We
leave aside thc question of Just how in datail we will tyeat the palatal [1,]],

[nj] segments and how we may possibly derwve them from sequences of[1}and
{n) pus [j] Leaving thut aside, there is no doubt that there 18 otherwisc a
rela.ive independence in the phonetic occurrence of such segments as these
as compared with the Greek situation, phonetically they are not nearly so

superficially predictable in Sérbo-Croatian asg in Greek.

Qo W, il 0 geserative grammar we may consider that the palatality or non-palatality
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of the laterals and nasals in Serbo-Croatian will depend only on the details
of formulating the incidence of "iotized" or "yodized" sequences of segments,
but otherwise on no generally applicable rules inducing the phonetics of these
sets of sounds, On the other hand, we may consider that for the Greek
situation these palatalizations. or (in the case of some speakers} failure to
palataliza, relate only to the presence or absente, respectively. of a late
phoneti¢ rule in Greek, We sge then that this whole phenomenon js localized
to one place in the grammar and that, with respect (o English, these wo
contrastive statements then contrast in turn by having and not having one
particular kind of late phonetic ruje, Moreover, this late phonetle rule that
applies to th-:- vateral and nasal in Greek is in some Ways to be aysociated
with the other late phonetle pufe producing palataifzation of the Greek velars,
in other words, Greek has a small set of 1ate phonetic rules which palatalize
various segments in partly similar ways, both with respect to phonological
context and dlalect distribution,

In this fashion, by operating with ordered rules we associate
everything not only that is‘mutual.ly relevant within the language, but also
that turns out to be contrastively interesting ; and this in a fashion whereby
we can immediately gelze the differences,

One may say then that the contrastlve statements to b (ormulated
with respect to English for Serko-Croatian and Greek do not differ in the
presente or absence of this or that sound, or of thig or that distribution;
they difier rather by the presence or absence of a late rule affecting compactly
o 3¢t of sowuds.

Now we miglht turn our attention to a grammatieal preblem, the
question of imperatives and futures, which I propose o deal with very briefly

in a discursive way. As Klima has elegantly shown, rthe imperative in Englis’

12
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not ontly has a second person pronoun in the underlying structure, byt also has
the future auxiliary, as is shown by the so called tag questions, such as,
"go out now, will you". Of course, in the negative we do not use the future
auxitary, but that faet aunpiy requires separate subtreatment and does not
vitiate the basic observation. That is to say, we say "dont go now', not
*'won4t go now'.

When we turn our attention to futures and imperatives in Serbo-~
Croatian and in Greek, and in Albanian, {or that mattér, gome interesting
things ymmediately come into view. First of all, let us consider specifically
the future.

The future in Serbo-Croatian, in Greek and in Albanian is formed
quite differently from the English future, and each of the respective contrastive
statements will take appropriate note of this fact. Ae we know, we have such

forms as. [Ja éu doéi]. [ja éu da dodjeni]?‘m:].-[?a U éu doéi] s ‘_da L

da dod;em] . Or when it has to stand in first position: the fufler form of the

auxihary [hoéu 1 cloé.i] . The future.. then, is formed in Serbo.Croatian with
the mfimtive or “da" form. depending on which variant of the language one
ig focusing on, and the appropriately conjugated form of [htetil.

Wayles Browne, in & recent paper of his that he was kind enough to
show me, on the topic.of enclitics, hag made the very interesting observation
that the auxiliary [é.u ete. is an undoubted verb base, just as ig [Zelel. the
base m[mhm] ., and that the syntactie difference between [Zelimland Bﬁulis
sunply that [Zelim] occurs with subordinate clauses with subjects different
from that carried by [ielim] + whereas [éul does not. In other words, we
have one verb [Zeli.m] with free occurrence with subordinate clsuses., and [éu]
which has a constraint. That 1s to say. the latter reguires either a concord or

a deletion of subject, depending on which turns out to be the best analysis.
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Th. s nieans ather A Lnutation on the difference in subjects in the two clauses,
o the oceurrence of the subjeet Lut onee.

So much for the s.tuation in Serbo-Croatian: for the intere we have a
conjugated auxiliary, plus the main verb in its appropriate form, and no
difference of subject. In Greek and Albanian the superficial structure looks
wvears different.

in Greck "1 want to go" or "'l want him to go" & formed \\'ith['eelo]
plus a verb which may, as in Serbo.Croatian, possibly have an Independent
subjeet: "'l want to go" isE}elo na'pao]. "1 wil} go" or "I shali go'', that s,
the eqtivalent of the Serbo.Croatian conjugated [éul form, 1s in Greek [Batpao]
with what looks supericialiy like a particle [Ba] plus a cadugated main verb:
"1 wiit go", “you y i1l go" is [Ba'pao]. [ﬁa'pas]. and so forth.

Albanian has exactly the same situation as Greek, although differently
manifested m detail onee again. "I want to go” isg kuaté‘ﬁkonj] "I want that1 go".
"I wifl ge" {ignoring t.e Northern, or Geg, variant of the language. which
permuts a quite diuferent kind of fulure construction) has a normal Tosk form
[dom'ékoni}. with an invariam [do]. a fully conjugated main verd in the
gubordinate clanse, and with [te] somewhat like "da". 'There are other dialects
of Albanian that have the introductory particle with even smaller substanee
and sx;perriciauy less conneccted with anything else. There are some dialept
variants of Albanian that show for "I will go" [ogkonj] with an apparent simple
particle [o]. This last is simply a drastically reduced fomn of [do]with the -
equivalent of Serbo.Creatfan "da" omitted. In other words [c!ékonj] in Albanian

18 much like [Ba’paﬂin Greak. We also know etvmologically that Greek [Ga} is

historically a collapse of a Jdrastically reduced form Eeelo] plus [ha]. the latter

being the poarticle matching Serbo-Croatian [da].

ERIC 14
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Now, 1n both these Greek and Albanian forms we may say very crudely

that with respect to superficial shape in one case — the case where Serbo-
Croatian uses [2e11m] and can have free variation of subjects in both clauses —
the first form is fully conjugated. and independently of the second form. 'The
superficial shape of the other case s that of an invariant particle followed by
a fuiy conjugated main yverb. ‘This, then, is mn superfictal structure the very
reverse of Serbo-Croatian, where [éua is conjugated and the other part is

invariant, that is to say, the second Part is either in infinitive form, or when

aot un the infinitave it then behaves as any embedded sentence of a certein

t_ype does. _
We see that the structures of "desire” in all three languages are
exactly the same, the [Zehm] type simply has two clauses which are brought
together and which each are free to have their own subject, On the other hand,
1o the case of the future we find the subject expressed but once for the whole
constructien. In Serbo-Croatian it shows up in the surface structure on the
auxiilary eiement [éu]. In Greek and Albanian it appeares in the surface structure
on the main verb, leaving the remainder to look superficially like a particle,
which in underlying structure., however, it clearly is not.
We sec that, contrary to our phonological example, the contrast
between these two contrastive staternents in thig last case would be 'very
small, 1t regembles the case oflthe use of words for ''please”. That is to say,
it 15 only n some small rules that the contréstive statements differ, while
the differences that strike one at {irst sight turn eut to be very superficial
At bottom L}:e constructions are highly similar. In other wo:.-ds. there would
be found 1n tf'lh contrastive statements analogous rules in similar places (or

order) for the deletion of one of the identical subject forms in such future

constructions, or alternatively. ‘here would be matching rules that pPlace

O
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correctlv the single subject on the element in which i1 the fespcczive surface
structure it ultimazely showed up. o

As 1o the relation of future to imperative. it seems t5 me that here
% would come across a very important difference from English in Serbo-
Croatian. and one that there is really scareely time to go into now. [ will
do no more thun mention the matter here. In the Serbo.Croatian imperative
it seems highly unlikely that there i3 an underiying future 238 there is in
English, though what is underlying seamse to be related to other possible
verbal expreagsions. If we look at the :{egative imperative, [nemoj éekati] .
[ne maf da éckné]_ we ge¢ something that, apart from etymology, may quite
readily be lipked with "moZ¢™, For the imperative it seems likely that we ¢
have, underiying a form such as [&kaj] . the verb [moéil.

If you Hke, in the posgitive imperative "Zekaj'" the [i:] form wil) be
a transformed shape of [mog]m[moi]. This seems to reply to other frequent
uses of this verb that are stiriking to any foreigner, uses as an all-purpose
auxiliarv or as a verbal dummy in oiher expressions. For instance. if you
33y “hocu I do&i" and I reply "hodes", that may be a trifle abrupt. One
may equally veply "mo%ed" in a way that English would yot naturally do.
The r‘eply to numbers of questions so as to carry the verb forward will very
frequantiy be "mole". In other words. the verb [mog].{moi] seems to apply °
much more pervasively in the underlying structure of verbal‘donstructions
ia Serbo-Croatian than the corresponding verbs of "can” of "ability" do

either in English or in Greek or Albanian,
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NOTES

1. Written for the firat meeting of the Project {Zagreb, April 1967.)
' 2. See also E. P, Hamp, "What a contraative grammar is not, if it 18", in

Linguistics and Language Study \Georgetown University 15th Annual Round
Table, ed. James E. Alatis, 1968), pp, 137-147.
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Viedimur Wir (Uniersity of Zagreb)

REMARKS ON CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS AND TRANSLATION

Contrastive analysis and translation are very intimately connected: some
wanslation is involved in any kind of contrastive work, and in certain contrastive
projects now under wayl translation is intended to serve as the starting point of
analysis. Morcover, it can be claimed that interfercnce, the key concept in
vontrastive analysis, stems from translation tco.

Il may be useful, therefore, to examine in what ways the two terms are
related, how they differ from each other, and to what extent a corpus-based
iranslarion method can he used in contrasttve analysis.

Teansistion s generally understood {0 mean a proceduse for conveying

messages froni one language to another:

"This m&ans that one may now define translating as
"reproducing in the receptor language the closest
natuial equivalent o1 the message of the source
Lunguage, first in terms of meaning and second in
terms of style”." (E. Nida, 1969:4951°

"Most trequently. translation from one language
into another gubstitutes messages in one language
not for separate code~units but for entire messages
in some other language. " (R. Jakobson, 191".~9:2.3‘l".~)3

... Man ... does not correlate the structures in
two different codes, In practice a good "'translator"
first understands the heard (or read) message acting
as a speaker of the input language, and then repeats
the understood message now acting as a speaker of

" the output language. ' (N.D. Andreyev, 1964:621‘5)'4

‘... the input forces me o recreste in my mind the

social context of the utterance and to search my

18
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memory for the closest equivalent in the output language,
Instead of the single S - R box which receives the input
and generates the output, 1 have to have two such boxes,
one for each languege. The channel between them is not
a mechanism which matches words and structures, though
it can also do this. but one which matches the message
contents, "
(E, Haugen, 1964: 636)°

"Transiation may be viewed amorphously as the rendition

of & text from one language to another. This is trans-
lation from the standpoint of 1a_parole: the text, the act
of apeech c;r writing, is the thing, Or it may be viewed
as a systematic comparieon of two languages: this is
translation from the standpoint of 1a langue. "

(D. Bolinger, 1966: 130)°

This last quotation is of particular interest for our purpose, since
the distinction that Bolinger makes between the two kinds of translation
(the latter he refers to as transformulstion or structural translation) is
the one that can, in my opinion, profitably be mede between tranelation
and contrastive ana]ysis.?. That the distinction i8 needed will be obviaus to
anyone who has ever done any serious translation work, as well as to
anyone who has ever attempted to contrast linguistic structures in diffe rent
languages on the basis of a transliated corpug. The transliator i8 aware of
the fact that he "starts with a text in one language {the "source" language!}
and, having decided on its universal meaning, anks how a text of aquivalent
meaning can be synthesized in the target language”, the corpus-conscious
contrastive analyst, on the other hand, "takes the transistional pairas
given ... Land} .. attempta to superimpose the atructural description of

the source language upon the target language text, in order to measure the




x
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Teoeree ol Tit and hence determine the p;edictlon of potential positive or
_ regative transfer.” (C, James, 1969 86-718

Assuir-ing that the Serbo.Croatian-English contrastive project will be
bused on a translatad corpus {R. Filipowié, 1969: 38)9, il now becomes
eGESSAry « ) examine the kind of materal that act':.a!:‘;-anslauon is likely
toaosraduce and the usefulress of this material both from the point of view
of the Praject as a whole and from the point of view of an individual Project
worker. It is "qundm that even the freest of translations will retain a certain
degree of structural'fit {i.e. correspondence’ and will conscquently be usable
in corp 1-based cont r-:{;if':re analysis, But it can also be shown that the areas
of COTreapandence md‘i&s"degree will depend o *k¢ chmices the translator
has made tn re.coding *‘he message of *he Hrigival. Finally, some of the
difficultivs of tocating the stiuctural correspondences in the translated text
have to be vecognized. The danger here is of two kinds: one, that fhe analyst
mey estalllizh carrespondences that are false or spurious {gee lvir, 1969: 22.3),
and the o.bev 'hat he maey (afl to perceive thore that are actually present in
*he text  Av instanicx of the latter danger is provided by the rondering of
English articles in Serbo-Croatian. It is cialmed sometimes that the article
i» English comes very ¢lose to furnishing an example of a structure in L’l‘
"' finds ho gystematic covrespondence in L.S However, a more capeful
exgmination 9f some of the translations may point 1o at least partial

«arrespondences’ thus Catford’s (1965: 28]“

example for Russian in which
the word.order i8 seen ag 2 structural counterpart of the English article

is 2180 valid for Serbo-Croatian:

A woman came out of the Iz kude je 1zadla Jena.
house,

. The woman came out of the Zena je ;za8la iz kuée,
house.

e« {LOBY 92Y 1y 3 other example for Russian, also apilicable to Serho-

O
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reflected in the aspect of the Russtan verb:

He wrote the leiters.

He wrote letters.

A woman came to ask if
we needed a baby sitter.

The woman came who cleans

our appartment every other day

All day long he did nothing
but wrote the letters that
she had asked h.l:'n to write
on her hehalf.

Croatian, in which the presence or absence of the article in English is

Nupisao je pisma.

Plsao je pisma.

Such cases would obviously have to be covered by the contrastive statemer...
But how delicate thla search for forms) correspondents is in actyal translated

text can be sppreciated if we change our examples just » little.

Do3ln Je neka Zena i upitela

da U trebamo nekoge za fuvanje
djece

Neka Zens je dols i upitala.,.

it

Do#ln Je #sana koja nam sprema
stan svakd drugi dan.

* Zena je do#ls kojx nam ...

Cijeli dan nije ni¥ts druge
radio nego Je pisno {*nupisao)
piam> 2z koja ga je onm molila
da ih napide uy njeno ime.

The pout to note {8 that variant recorded translstions of 8 given structure

will net be arbitrarily produced by the analyst but will rather be contuined

in the translated corpus with which he will be asked to deai, furthermore,

that contrastive analysis, jr it is to be of any signilicance, cannot be restricted

to straight -forward correspondences of the type E passive . SC passive,

E genitive - SC genitive, ete. A very important question is how long one

can stili claim that a correspondence of some kind exists. Are we justified

1.1 establishing the E pasaive verd - SC poyn correapondende ln the following

pair of sentences:

There can be no doubt that
the personslity mnd the

equilibrium of the indivi-

Nema nlkakve sumnje da

tehni&ka civilizaciis
znadi (predstavljn) ozhiljnu




dual are gravely threatened prijetnju za lidnost {
by technological civilization. ravnote3u pojedinca.

I think that in this case, unlike the E passive - 5C active relationship
wnich is fairly systematic, the correspondence no longer exists. Tlis can be
ghown by manipulating the translated sentence further:

... tehnitka civitizacija prijeti ravnote?i --» iehnitka
civihizacija znagi (predstavlja) prijetnjs 2a ravnoteZu
- Wat . n
It is seen here that a transformation of the type ‘\PNom prijeti NPy,

--> "NP znadi {predstavlja) prijetnju za NP o " affects the basic form

Nom

¢
of the SC verb and precedes other transformations, such as the passive
transforrr@tion.

A mirther question connected with thig is that of the E adverb - 5C
adjective correspondence in the same pai- of sentences. Can we use this
translation if our ropic happens to he the contrastive analysis of Englich
adverbs and claim tha* a correspondence exists at this point with Serbo-
Croarian adjectives™ Again, (he answer is no - not because the E adverb -

S¢* adjective correspondence would be ruled out (cf, the poom upstairs - gornja

gnta. the meeting yesterday - jufera3nji sastanak) but because it is here an

automatic consequence of the change of the verb into 2 noun: threaten - prije-

tith -«» znagiti prijetnju, gravely threaten - znaditi ozbiljnu prijeinju.

The "prijetiti --» znagiti (predstavijati} prijetnju’ transformation is more

hasic than the one that introduces modification. Once it is performed, the noun
will naturally select an adjective; 1f it ig pot performed, the verb will choose
an adverb. (Notice that although the E adverb - SC adjective correspondence
cannot be set up here for the purpoge of part.of -speech comtrasting, the
correspondence is perfectly valid for lexical statements about the meanings

and coliocations of "grav." and "ozbilj-" and about the word-formation

ERIC 9e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

F ———— — —_



<19 .
relau::-ns between adjectives and adverbs in English and Serbo-Croatian.
This is 1r.udicau\re of the kinds of decisions that the analyst will be called
upon to make when handling the translated corpus.)

Translation equiﬁlence sarves merely to help us isolate items of
structure with shared meanings in the two languages. And this is where the
use of translation in contrastive analysis ends. After that point, the items
of structure thug {golated are examined formall; for their syntactico-semantic
properties, which are then compared to note the similarities and differences
in the two languages.

For instance, in deadng with the passgive voice, the analyst will show how
it relates to the active voice and to non-passive be + -ad constructions (both
of the "bills are pald” and "'l was impressed” type); he will examine the
restrictions that affect the passivization tngsformtion Je.g. the choice of
verbs, contextual Uimitations); he will want to study the agential vs. |
non.agentinl passives, etc. Turning to S;rbo-Croatian, he will first of all find
that his corpus ylelds a certain number of passive constructions that
correspond to English passives. He will therefore study the (transformationall
origins of the construction in Serbo-Croatian, relate it to the active form,
gee how the pasgive is used, which are the areas that it covers In Serbo.
Croatian but not in English {if any such exist) and which are the ones that the
English passive covers while Serbo.Croatian does not, which verb.types
undergo the transformation and what contextual limitations exist that may
bloek it. The question of the agent will be congidered, as well as any other
questions that the lingumstic material and/or available linguistic descriptions
may throw up. But in hig material he will find & number of other structura
items that correspond {in the sense described above) to thé Englisi; paugive

construction ¢ they will include the Serbo«Croatian reflexive congtructions,
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and the analvst will go ti‘irough the reflexive t¥ypes in Serho-Croatian that
~an substitute for English passives to determine under which ¢irtumstances
the English passive construction finds its satural counterpart in Serbo-
(‘roa:ian.reﬂexwe constructions. Another type of correspondence that his
corpus’ will presumably enable him to establish will be between the English
passive and the Serbo-( reatian active, Again, he will explore the possibility
of making a generalized statement on the corditions in which this correspondence,
rather thap the E passive . 5C passgive, obtains. Having thus contrasted the
1Wo sets of‘cormspondences, the analyst will try to draw ceriain inferences
for "o learaing process. He will ti'rst warn that the rapge of application of
e Fngligh passive transfortation i3 much wider than the corresponding range
of the U passive and that, consequently, the student who wants to use Englizh
fiventle 2nd narurally will have to learn to "convert” certain types of Serho-
t*roatia. reflexive and active sentences o English passive forms. This will
he gaen as a point of interference or pegative transfer which will require
gpecial care in the preparation of textbooks, course plans, etc.

¥ ake ansher example, the analyst dealing with the different forms

of modiftcation in English will run across such examples as the condemned man

and the condemned cell and will analyze them to show that one derives. roughly.

from the man who is condemned and the other from the.cell for the condemned.

w itk interesting syrtactic repercussions:

ihe man is condernned ‘the cell i3 condemned
the man has been condemned *the cell has been eondemned

somebody has condemned *gomebody has condemned the cell
.the man

‘Turning to his translated corpus, he will find that the differences in English

are Iaithiully represented in the Serbo-Croatian translation:

nsudjeni foviek éelij* za osudjene na smr

24
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toviek {ko}i je} osudjen *osudjena Gelija
na gmrt ’
doviek kojega su ozudii na %éeljja koja je osudjena
smri na smrt

An & matter of pedagogical interest, he will note that Serbo-Croatian rémains

cloger to the kernel level in the second case { the celi for the condemned).
2nd that the learner will have to be taught éo make another transformational
step if he is to produce idiomatic English. {1t is noteworthy that contrastive
analysis {s extremely useful at a rather advanced level of foreign language
Isarning - e.g. in the training of trangiators . where many other techniques

fail. because rothing is apparently ‘wrong” with the cell for those condemned

to death, except that it is in most cases unidiomatic for the condemned cell,

the teacher finds it difficult to correct the student unless he can formally
demonstrate what it is that English does and Serbo=Croetian does not do in

cases like this and 180 perhaps give the reasons why osudjenitka delija,

though possible, is not Ukely to occur to the student as a model on which to
bage his English utterance.) #

In discussing adjective uses in English, the analyst will comment on
the syntactie potentials of certain adjectives in the predicative position:
he will note that & number of predicative adjectives are. expandable by ta-

infin;tive phrases:
He |5 glad to teach.
He is sure to teach.
He ia pice to teach.

But the nature of the expansidn aliowed by different adjectives will be

different.
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He is glad to teach.
Ile ig glad. He teaches.
*1t is glad. llc teachcs.

*It is glad. *Somebody
teaches him.

%t i glad of him to
teach.

~11 1u glad that he
teaches.

He is glad that he
teaches.

*To tench him is glad.
*Teaching him is glad.

He iz gure to teach.

“He i8 sure. He teaches.

It is sure. He teaches.

It is sure. *Somebody
teaches hlm.

#1t i’ sure of him to
teach.

It 18 sure that he
teaches.

*fie 18 pure that he
tcaches.

*To teach him is surc

aTeaching him is sure.

le Ia nice to teach.
He I8 nice. He teaches.
*it is nice. He teaches.

#1t i8 nice. *Somebody
teaches him.

It ia nice of him to
teach.

It is nic2 that he
teaches.

He Is nice that he
teachesd,

*To teach him is nice.
*Teaching him ie nice.

He i8 nice to teach.

*[fe ig nice. *le teaches.

It is nice. *He teaches.

it {e nice. Somebody
teaches him.

It & nice of him to
teach. '

*It is nice that he
teaches.

#He is nice that he
teachesg.

To teach him 18 nice.
Teaching him ig nice.
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Translation equivalents will reflect the different Syntactic interpretarions
. of the original apd permit us to establish different correspondences 1~ each
cage:

On rado poulava.

On sigurno poudava. Sigurno je da on poufava.
Lijepo je od njega da poudava,

Niegs je lijepo poudavati.

The pedagogic implications will agaln rest on the fact that Serbo.Croatian
tends to stay closer to the kernel level than English. The interference of
the mother tongue in the fipst two examples wonld not rasult in ungrammatical

sentences [He gladly teaches. He surely teaches. It is sure that he teaches V'

. but wouid prevent the student from using adjectives in positions in which English

normally employs them. In the third and fourth examples, the student would

probably produce sentences that are available to the native English speaker

at other ievels of structure {I* {s nice of himm to teach. v6. If ig nice to teach hir

—

bt are not the ones that we are trying to teach at this point.

11 will be geen from theabove examples that the proposed strategy docs
provide for thé semantic slde of syntactic description. {t alge provides for
the use of the explanatory power of the traneformational.generative approach -
without necessarily commtting the analyst to all the rigor of that approach

But the approach will remain strictly formal, in the sense that structural
ftems raiher than units of meaning will serve as a starting point of analysis.
A projedt that would keep content congtant while studying interlingual dif.
ferer.tial..patteming of expression units is a legitimate proposition but it
18 far from clesr how it could be aecomplished before more i8 known about
what tie units of content should be.

From the purely terminological peint of view, 1believe that the iabels
used ghould also reflect the fact that the units of form are the ones that we
are dealing with; that i8, terms like "reflexivity" and "passivity" would be
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avarled und lables hke “"reflexives” and “passive” would be uged instead.
Funetionzl entittes hike "subject” and “mwodifitr' also properly belong to the
kind of analysis proposed here. The fact that they may not be definable in the
same way :n the two languages is inherent in this approach: that is precisely
why !"I' hag heen chogen as the point of departure, with the translated corpus
supplying the nceasary I’S correspondentis which may or may not ati belong

to the same calegory or class a8 that provided by the target language.
Contrasting. in fact, consists in showing how a category or class of L’I‘ differs
from any and all of the categories and classes ‘hat sysiematically correspond
1o 1t in l"S‘ or for that matter from anything - ineluding lexical iterns - that
svstemanclly corresponds to it in LS' When there {8 no correspondence,
racre 18 no eontrasiing either: randont translation equivalents are not contras.
inble. When the correspondence i# zero or next to zero (ac it seems to he in
the case of certain article uses In English) contrastive analysis ean be carried
out only to a very timited extent. Compleie correspondence, with all the
features of the Lr ftem systematically reflected in L’S’ is probably never
achleved,

Qnt the other haitd, it i3 worth remembering that genetically related
languages will display a conglderable degree of correspondence (Some oOf it
also of the straightforward or one-to-one type) and will consequently be more
easily describable in terms of a comimon metalanguage. One car only speculate
whether lnguistic universals, once they are more fully explored, may not
provide the uniform metalanguage which i8 needed for contrastive annlysis

just as mueh ae it is needed for many other kinds of linguistic work.
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Jerry L. Liston {University of Texas - Austin)

FORMAL AND SEMANTIC CONSIDERATIONS IN CONTRASTIVE A.\IALYSI:-I

1, Whether {0 base contrastive analysis on formal or semantic
correspondences has been a subject of lively debate. The problem was
1sutied on1n the research guide for contrastive gr'ilunnm;nr2 and discussed
separately by V. Ivir (1969a) and L.Spalatin (1969) . According to these
studies we are faced with a clear.cut chgice between the two approaches,
the formal, advocated primarily by Ivir, and the transiational, defended
primarily by Spalatin. There is reason to believe, however, that neither
approach, as so far formulatad, is adequate, in itgelf, for the kind of
contrastive analysis comemplateda, and that elements of each may have o
be uged. As this statement implies, the two proposals are not mutually
exclusive, nor wholly contradictory.
in the first place, the points at 19sue have baen formulated differently

L. differen. terms and with difterent {rames of reference by the two authors,
In the second place, largely different sets of data have been presenied by
them. substantive examples seem jn many cages to have beer. selected
specilically to prove argumentative siatements rather than to illustrate
the objective efficacy of the advocated approaches. In thé third place, the
two authors seem to have somewhat different assumptions abeut the scope
and nature of contrastive anzlysis itself, and its relation to Haguistic
description Ivir{l969a. 15; Spalatin(1969.34). In the fourth place, the
two scholars geem to have differant assumptions about the difficulties
axperienced by learners. The absence of detailed empirical data regarding
types of mistakes regulhrly made by Yugoslav students of English male it

very difficult to anticipate, inadvance, she manner in which identifications

31"
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between analogous 1jems 1 the two languages will be made bty learners,
especially {f particular features are found only in one or the other language
cf. Nemser and [vir(1969: 4.5) .

In the fifth place, the very notions 'formal" and "semantic® scern to
be understood differently by the two investigators. What assumptions are
to be made as work progresses about the relation bét;rveen grammatical and
semantic description,on the one hand, and between cbntrastive grammatical
and gsemantic analysis on the other hend? To what extent are grammar and
semantics to be regarded ag autonomous? As congruent ot separate? To
what extent should we assume that the vocabularics of Serbo-Croatian and
English contaln ztractured gsets which can be studled contrastively? 1t is
interesting to note that both Ivir and Spalutin cite the fact that translation is
not 'rank-bound" as evidence in suppori of their own viewpoints Ivir(l969a:15
Spalatin{1969:28) .

in this paper, a critical analysis of the above-mentoned proposals for
contrastive analysis will be followed by some Suggestion® ahout contrastive
semantic analysis {lexis) . We hope to clarity some o'f‘:t;:e issues concerning
contragtive grammar by showing the relevance of differentisl semantics and

certain of its point of contact with differential grammar.

2.1. The Formal Approach

In this approach, as advocated by V. Ivir (19694 , contrastive analysis -
in general is seemingly equated with differential grammatical as opposed to
" semantic analysis. By "formal” js actually meant, in thie spproach, formal-
semantic or grammatical correspondences e.g.' "tenses, plural markers,
posgessives, demonstratives, word opder, ete.” (196%a: 14}, A formal
correspondence is defined, following Catford, as "any TL category unit,

class, structure, element of structure, etc, which ca- be raid to occupy,
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as nearly as possible, the 'same” place in ihe "economy' of the TL az
the given L category occupies in the SL. vl What exaetly is meant by thece
terms ,particularly by "economy™,in the definition 18 not specified by ivir,
but the definition i8 amended later to read "in the 'economy’ of the text”.

. This amendment i8 nceded apparently to allow for correspondences revealed
by the translated corpus which otherwise might got be recognized (1969a:17-1%,
For example, {n a given cited context, it is felt thal an E, adverb corresponds

"tormally” to s Serbo-Croatian adjective (Ibid.) -
An important point is made by Ivir about the use of the translated
¢orpus. given an Lt English gentence and its translation into an Ls Sentence,
it would be dangerous to base correspondences between analogous substructures
in Ll and Ls on unrestricted tranglation equivalence, since various paraphrases
of the "grammatically Literal” senteace in L, could be semantically equivalent
to the English sentence? While some Ls paraphrages of this type might preseu.
other interesting formal correspondences w;th the elements of the Lt sentence.
others would offer few, if any, useful ones{20; 23.4) . Therefore, lvir
rejects translation equivalence as the “starting point'' in contrastive analysis
except ag the foundation of the tm;\slated corpus(13.14, 18-20; 23.4} .
Despite his claim to do 80, Ivir does not give detailed guidelines as to

how to establish formal correspondences, although he describes certan types ol
spuricus or apparent correspondences which should be ruled out. One t¥pe
can result from mistranslation of the Lt sentence or element in the corpus
' 22, another type can result from the analyst’s failure to compare elements
in Parallell ;:onstructions (21-2F , and still others because of "structural
shifts” involved in the process of transiation (21.23], It is difficult to tell

how one 8 to apply the notion of "structural shft”. shift from what? from
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e gr-hanatically hrerat varear * Why 1s the correspomicuze E adverb 5C
wdjective {17181 not a structural shift? In fact, the borderline between genuine
correspondences and those due to "stiuctural shifts” appears to be
tndeterminate, Conalder the following cited example:

{1} .4} E. : One student could remember the order of all fifty -two

freshly shuffled cards after his first twenty-minute study
of them.

{ii} SC.: Jedan studenl 52 moygao sjetiti poretka svih pedeset { dvije
{zmijéenih karata posio ih je prou¥avao svega dvadeset

minuta.

As Ivir analyzes it, “The accusative form of the personal proroun { "ih"} is

1he furmal carrespondent of the original of-censtruerionf "of them'™) . but it

13 tmpossible 10 say whether this i8 an example of svatematic correspondence

or a chance result of the changes vhat the original sentence has undergone in

the process of translation” {23-my italica ).

Finallv, it is stated that It may be necessary in some cazfes to admil that a
mven feature in L’t {e. ¢, the English progressive} hag no correspondent in
Lgre.g Serbo-Croatian [22]?. The implication here is.that the Lt feature
should 1ot or cannoi be contrasted with any analogous features in the I.s &
an obvious grammatical correspondent cannot be found. This has theoretical
implications which will now be menlioned.

On a theoretical level. the approach advocated by Ivir appears .t.o be
based on ar ieast the following assumptions: {1} that instances in which a
given grammatical property is possesaed oaly by I.t or La are not properly
a subject for contrastive analysis? (2} that the "uniis” of contrastive

grammatical analysis are the same as the units of grammatical deseription,
and that cross.lingulstic grammatical correspondences can be made on an

empirvical basis. while interlingual gsemantic correspondences are necegsarily
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mtwtive (1969a.15), (3) that the units of meaning in semantics and Jrummar
are qualitatively different and that the two disciplines are separate rether than
intersecting and interrelated.g

Empirical data to validate the first sssumption appear to be lacking.
Cbservations by this author and others point to the opposgite conclusion, at
least pertaining to the article in English and agpect in Serbo-Croatian. For
exarple, Englisn-speaking learners of Serbo-Croatian experience inter-
ference traceable to the existence of the article in their pative language® snd
its absence in SC, A typical mistake observed even in the speech of English
apeakers who have mastered SC very well, e, g. after many years’ regidence
in Yugosisvia, 1s:

(2) English-speaking Learner:

{1) SC (*) DoZao je za vas jedan paket. »10
(i) Do3ao je za vas P paket,
(iid Cf. A package has come for you,

{not In @ context requiring enumeration /"one" vs,

"two, "three" .../)
In the case of Serbo~Croatian learners of English, there is a tendency for
them to identify the SC imperfective aspect with the English progressive
and then to use the latter in contexts in which the non-progressive form le
indicsted:
{31  Serbo.Croatian-speaking learner:
{fy E +* "Every day I am paying for the milk." =

(i) "Every day 1 pay for the milk."
{113 :Cf. Svaki dan piadam za mlijeko. 1

Ivir's view that contrastive grammatical analysis employs the
same units as grammatica) description is epen to question. Not all scholars

are so optimiatic. For example, Lj. Mihailovié cites what ne terms the
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methodological pavadox of contrastive analysis in phonology:

Tako dolazimo do metodolo3kog paradoksa, kontrastivne analize.
S jedne gtrane, dva sistema koju pripadaju raztiditim jezicima
upcredliiva su i samerljiva zato &to 1 Jedan i drugi Jesu jezik. S
druge strane, dva gistema koja pripadaju razliitim jezicime
nisu uporedljiva i samerljiva za to 5to i jedan i drugl jesu sistem.

Koliko mi e poznato, lingvistika jo¥ nlje nasla klju¢ za refenje
ove {edkode. 1969:33

Given that elements in & grammatical system are defined by the paradigmatic
and syntagmatie relatlons which they contract with other elements in the
svstem, the problem of analyzing elements belonging to different system
fwith different numbers of elements and types of relationa) is not necessarily
the ya1rme ag analyzing eiements within the system to whieh *hey l::alcmg.12
The question hinges not 30 much on whether the contrastive enalyst makes
refcrence t2 Linguistic units such as morphemes, constructions, etec,, but
on whether the data of contrastive analysis are organized systematically in
the spme way as the data of 2 given language system. In view of the
indeterminacy of the distinction between genuine and spurious formal cor-
respondences, amd the interplay between grammatical and semantic expression
elements, it appears that a "theoretical” rather than a "practieal"
orientation toward contrastive analysis may be difficult to establish.

Ivir does not explicitly discuss semantic description nor differential
semantics. His remarks about transtation-- which he opposes diametricaliy
to contrastive'grammatieal analysis. as he interprets the latter -- concern
tranglation as an activity rather thap as a tool in differential analysis
{except in terms of the consiruction of the CA corpus and the avoidance of

correspondences based on unrestircted translation equivalences of sentences) .
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2.2. The Translational Approach

L. Spalatin asserts that contras:ive analysis should be bazed on
semart ic equivalence rather than on formal correspondences. Spalatin
concedes that structural units at various levels tend (0 show similerty in
different languages. In fact, he gives a reasonably precise definition of formal
correspondence with examples: L. Spalatin {1969:36),

Yet, observing that in many cases formal correspondences are
difficult or impossible to find, Spaletin asserts that semantic correspondences
are probab'y more frequent and reliable and that they should be used instead.
Examples cited in which English and 5C do not correspond are. the E. article,
abgent in 3C, SC verbal grammatical aspect, rendered by heterogeneous
devices in E. and instances in which the combination of grammatical and
lexical devices do not match up in the two languages.

Cr. (4) (1} a phrase vs. a word
aE, Old man SC starac
b E, little boy SC djeZai¢

(ii} different lexical item vs. gramim tical forms of the

same word
a E. work SC  raditi

b E. accomplish SC uraditi  { Spalatin 29.36)

A gimilar example is, in fact, presented by V. lvir in his discussion of
E and SC adjectives. Striccly soeaking, his practice in this instance, is
fnconsistent with the theory according to which "contrastively relevant”
correspondences can only bt "formal”. Cf, E. "The animal ran wild" - 3C
“Zivotinja je pobijesnila” which are analyzed by lvir as follows: "Here,
Serbo-Croatian uses a verb that embaces the meaning of both the verb and
the adjective in English. In teaching, such instances will best be presented

as lexical units: pobljesniti-run wild." (1969.3813
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Discussing properiies found systematically only in Lt or Ls’
{ e.g. the article in English, verbal aspect in 3C) Spalatin accepts, in
principle, the possibility of contrasting such grammatical categories e.g.
agspect in SC with the combination of lexieal and grammatical units used in
the other language to express the same distinctions. On the surface this
proposal seems to be as justified as the one whereby "old men" ig treated
ag equivalent to gtarac or “"run wild” as equivalent to probijesniti.

Unfortunately, the translational approach proposed by Spalatin also
hag some defects. First, it is intended to replace, rather than to supplement
the format approach; thus, it would fafl fully tl; explolt the genexnlly
acknowledged fact that girammatical properties are to a large extent
commensurable between the two languages. While his application of the
term "remantic field” o the problem of contrastive analysis is interesting
| s24 however 3), his conclusion that the translational approach alone is

ugabie is subjective and too dogmatic:

"o have sried to show that languages differ widely an regards
*he choice and distribution of the grammatical and lexical
elements they utilize to cover their gamantic fields, but that it

is cotnparatively easy to establigh semantic equivalences between
the Nelds of various languages, which scems to indicate that
contrastive relationships between languages are more profitably
established if their equivalent semantic features are compared
than if the comparison is based on their equivelent formal

elemems. " (Spalatin 1968:35)
It 15 an exaggeration, moreover, to state that correspondences between

analogous grammatical features {n two langusges are often established

merely because of corresponding labels. "'E pergonsl pronouns sre

O

‘ : 38




- 35 -

contrasted with SC personzl pronouns because of the similar terms used
in the respective grammars to designate the two sets of items."”

(Spalatin 1969: 32) .

However, the point iz well taken that the use of grammatical labels
may, in fact, influence the establishment of formal correspondences and

that the analyst‘s intuitlon is definitely invelyved.

Other examples of ‘only partlal equivalence given by Spalatin are
represented by tense forms and possessives. Cf. the English perfect in
"1 have Hved here for five years" Semantic components of both past and
present i SC present in "'Zivim ovdje pet godina”; E. simple past: sC
preterit. I ed here for five years. Zivio sam ovdje pet godina (p. 28).
The English possessive modifiers in noun-phrases correspond often to ¢
or to a dative cage form of the personal pronoun:

(51 (1) E. My father has arrived
(i} SC. Otac mi je doZao
(1) P otac je doSao {p. 29)

(611 E. Take your hand out of Your pocket.
11} SC Izvadi § ruku iz § dZepa. (33)

But with respect to the category of possession one can object that
Spalatin hag not, in fact, given an example of semantic equivalence ( to Lhe
exclusion of grammatical equivalence} . While it is true that mi belongs
formally to the paradigm of personal pronoung, it alse belongs grammatically
in Serbo=Croatian to the paradigm of possessiveness. Thus, for this CA
toplc it can be sald that the analyst has discovered a formal-semantic

correspondence in the sense intended by the grammar research guide: namely,
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)
an ingtance in which an English grammatical category 'possessiveness"
can be jsolated and various SC analogucs of this category found {Nemser

and [vir 1969:6-7) ,

Spalatin suggests that English and Serbo-Croatian are also non-
isomorphic with respect tothe proportion and functional load of derivational
morphemes, as opposed to distinet lexical items. Data in this realm are
scarce; thus Spalatin‘s very interesting byt speculative hypothesis that in
E. there is "heavier reliance on lexis”, with more bases having narrower
collocational rangea, while in SC there is a "predominance of grammatical

{derivational elements’ with fewer lexemes having correspondingly broader
collocational ranges (30-1), must be viewed with skepticism. ﬁgwever.
the theoretical possibility of finding guch a general tendency revesals a
strengh of the "semantic approach” which}' he advocates, since the latter
allowg for the posgibility that what js expressed grammatically in one
language may be expressed lexically in another language, the resulting

correspondences perhaps being contrastively significant.

Spalatin also applies the notion of non-iso:gorphic collomtional ranges
to instances in which separate lexical items .. ax opposed to derivational
series--correspond iri both languages, Hie remarks lead to the discussion

of the possibility of differential semantics properly speaking.

3.0. Contrastive Analysis of Semantic Systems

The possibility of contraaiive semantics has been provided for in
principle, but has not yet been diacussed explicitly in publications of the

Yugoslav -English Contrastive Project R. Filipovi¢/}1968:4; 1569d:2.3) .
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Some suggestions will now be made regarding ke possibility + [ *'e
contrastive analysis o{ the semantic systems of Serbo-Croatian and - glish
In particular, 1t will be askec:l wheiher the problems experienced by learders
in mastering vocabulary items are comparable to those experienced in
masterng grammatical patterns, and whether contrastive analysis would *

aid in the solution to these problems.

3.1. Semantic Structure

It will be agsumed that within English or within Serbo.Croatian "at
least some vocabulary -items fall into lexical systems. and that riie semantic
structure of thege $ystems is to be degeribed in terms of the baradigmatic
and syntagmatic sense.relations holding between the lexical item;:. "

Lyons 1963:429 ‘The sense of @ word will be understood as "irs place ina
gystem of relationships which it contracts with other words in *he vocabularv =~

i Lyons 1968:427), Examples of paradigmatic lexical gets in E are 1 Knock.
bang, tap, rap; 2; green. blue, red, orange; 3} eat, drink, devour, consume: 4
arr, leg, hand, hatr. Syntagmatic relations between words can be illustrared

b such Pairs as “kiek...foot”. "slap...hand”, "blond.., hair”, "bark ,.dog"
; ci. Lyons 1363:428%L Among the types of sense-relations generally observed

1n languages are synonymy. homonymy, polysemy. and hyponyniy { hierarchical
structure] .

In thig paper [ will be concerned with semantic flelds, the isolation of
which could be utilized 1n the discovery of certain lexical sets within Serbo.
Croatian or within English. Since we are interested merely in ilius'rating
types of interlingual correspondences, however, we will not. strictly speaking,
make statements about such lexical subsystems. This qualificatior is

necessary because cross-linguistic correspondences between vocabulary items
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teem Only to be specifiable in terms of rough similarity in applieation.

!'"When items of different languages can be put into correspondence
with one another ot the basis of the identification of common features
and cituations in the cultures in which they operate, we may say that
the iterns have the same application."{ Lyons 434)

"At the present time, the notion of application, like the process of
translation, rests rather b.avily upon the intuitions of bilingual
'gpeakers...” {Ibid.)

This reflects the fact that the notion of application { employed in
establishlng interlingual equivalences between words) , like the notion of
reference, has to do with the relationship holding hetween words and the
entities or events which they stand for (cf. Lyons 1968:427). In contrastive
analysis we shall be comparing and contrasting the spplication of selected
words or sels of words assumed to be analogous in the two languagee. Since
semaniic distinctions are intimately related {0 cyltural patierng--in “he
anthropoiogical sense of the term "culture” -<the comparison of the application
of words belonging to different languages involves meking reference to the
over.lap between the two cultures, As i3 well known, white the vocabularies
of differem languages contain lexical systems, the iwo vocabularies, in
some fields at least, are non-igomorphic: "there are some semantic
distinctions made in one language which are not made in another, moreover,

.. particular fields may be categorized in a totally different way be
different languages. This fact can be expressed in Ssussurean terms by

saying that each language imposes a specific form on the a priori undifferen«

tiated substance of the conient-plane.” (Lyons :429) 14

It will be assumed. therefore, that semantic correspondences will he
established more or l2ss intuitive!y by bilignual speakers andfor by

investigators judpng by native -speacer reactions 24n ° wly»is of contexts in

42




..
corpus . However, such correspondences in the application of we . dz in
different lang'u.ages are not "without any objective foundation, gince bilingual
speakers tend 10 be in agrcement about the application of most words and
expressions in the languages they speak." (Lyons 1968 434) . The determination
of such correspondences is agsumed to be neither more nor less "intuitive"

or "empinical’ than that of grammatical correspondences. which are based
on ituitive judgments of contrastive grammariane with the aid of native -

]
speaker resctions and textual documentation.

1
£

3.2. Grammar and Semantics .

According to the present conception, & grammar will be regarded
from the semiotic point of view ng 2 get of rules specifying permitted sign
comhinations, rules formulated in terms of classes of signg (grammatical
classes) . { Weinreich 1963.116). It will be asgumed that the grammatical
and semantic descriptions of & given language are autonomous but are .
intimately interrelated. only grammatical utterances with & gpecified
grammatical structure will be analyzed semantically and it will_bc assumer
that grammatical and semanti. descriptions are congruent with respect
to the units of meaning with which they operate. 15 This i8 confirmed by
the fact that what ig “grammatical” in one language can be "lexical” In
another Ianguage. For example, the verbal concepts iense, ‘mood; or
’a?pectﬂare usually recognized ag grammatical netions only in languages
in which such distinctions are expressed by inflexional markers or particles
whereby in many languages such distinctions are rendered by means of
lexical {tems e.g. adverbs of time (Lyons 1968:317} . One such language
is Vietnamess:

T8 di vé 'l am going/ge home’
T8i di di vé +1 aiready go home’
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+
. I{went home'
-t have go

T8 58 di v& *1am about to go home’
In this language past and future tense Is indicated by adverbs ef. aiso i—lam
qua t8i di ‘Yesterday ! go (ewent)’ v, Hém ndy t8i di ‘Today [ go’

This conclusion, which seems to follow from the arl;itraﬁness of
the linguistic sign, is reached also by E. Stankiewicz, who, using examples
from Russian, shows that in the Iatter language different concepts can be
represented by various grammatical forme (e.g. past time by either the
preterite or the present) or on different lnguistic ievels, i.e. grammatically
or lexically,

1, plurality a. by & gragunatical category

soldaty “goldiers’ baby ‘women pejor.
b. through collective derivatives

¢. by using quantifiers or "totalizers"”
kerd, nmk, bunch, ete.

2 male-female
a. indicated derivationally
volk wolf vol¥ixa ‘she.wolf”
gekretar’ ‘stcretary’ sskretarda female secretary”

b. indicated by different lexicsl items
. syn‘son’dol’ “daughter”
byk “bull” korova ‘cow’

3. 3. Differential Semantic Analeyis {Lexical Fields)

In addition to discugsing the relation of grammatical and lexical
correspondences, Spaiatin refers to the 'high specialization »f B lexical

items" as comparison with SC items. citing (among otherg) the foliowing
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examples {1969:31) :

E, ‘.I.E'E sC lagan

easy

5C heavy SC tefak
difficult

E. turn ori: a Ught
put aut a fire 8C ugasiti.
quench thirst

But cases also exist in which the range of an English word is

broader than that of the SC word, as for example:

1
E. to marry § udati se¢ of & woman
sC
ofeniti g¢ of a man
E, batiery sc alatmulator chargeable
baterija dry -cell
E. hair s vlasi hair on the head

dlaka  hair on the body

Whether instances of broader collocational ranges in English words are
more frequent than in SC words must be determined by empirical
investigation. It is clear, however, that both cases are' found and could

conceivably cause fnterference problems for the learner.

We might conjecture that the Zreatest difficulty for the SC learner
of E would be 1n those instances in which the range of the E. word ts narrower,
since he must then learn an additional distinction {see below) . However, it
woutd be dangerous to assume that interference in the opposite direction
could not ocear (for example, the use by a SC learner of "accumulator™
for a rechargeable battery since “sccumulate, acculation,” ete. exist in

English in other senses).

O
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At any rate the two types of overlap in the applicahion of words
exemplify instances in which the learner is Likely "to make identifications
between the I..l and Ls systems which then facilitate or inhibit learning. "
{Nemser and lvir 1969:6),

Three examples wilt now be presented in which lexical interfere:!ce

due 1o different semantic ranges of word in English and Serbo-Croatian

has been observed,

E. arm sC rukn
hand

g oK sc heg2
foot

£ finger 8 prst
toe

{n the case ofrruka and noga one would expect the Yugostav learner of English

*o yge the *erms hand/arm and foot/!g_g fndiseriminately in each case until
he has mastened the English dlstinclions.nwhile he might also refer to the
“finger on the foot” or the "'ioe on the hand " Certain of these possibilities
have heen confirmed by olm«ezrv‘alii:-n:a.18 The first learner observed. whose
nattve langlage was Russlan, wag broughi to the US an the age of 10. Now 30,

he still faile to make the distinctions between "hand" and "arm" and between

"foot" and "leg" correctly, although he hay used English 28 his prtm;ry .
language for many Years and has virtwally no traces of grammatical
interference in his English speech. The second mistake. ohserved recently
in Zagreb,. involved a Yugoslav professional person with & few years' study
of English, apeaking to hier American friend during an hour in which only
English was being spoken. Describing an accident in which a persgon’s foot

was tn jured, she used the expression "finger on the leg” (in place of

40
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"htg toe™) .19 The lexical interference underlying such mistakes is
obvious,

The third observation has to do with what can be called gocial
formulas. set phrfses used in situation® such as meeting. taking leave, ete,
Even In these situations, when conditions of cultural overlap are foregrounded,
evidence of interfereuce indicates that problems of relevance to contrastive.~
analysis are invol\::d- The following incorrect English utterances used
by SC speakers were heard at an American office:

*Good morning, mister
Good morning, sir,
ef. Dobro jutro, gospodine
- ¢i. Gogpodin Popovié
English has a suppletive alternation whereby mister Mr. ocecurs witha

128t name but sir is used as a call.form while in 5C the same form can ocenr

in hoth contexts. 20

*Good moraing, Mr. Jack

Good morning, Mr. Brown
g Jack

cf. Dobro jutro. gospodine DZek.
Serbo.Croatian does, while Engligh does not, allow a title together with
a first name 2.1

In a carefully prepared textbook it should be mentioned that even

" n ot T

good afternoon,” good evening,'

such common terms a8 " good morning,
ete. in Euglish and Serbo-Croatian have subtle differences in their

applications, For example, lfecause of the earler Yugoslav working hours,
"dobro Jutro” is used only until about 10 a, m, Thus, the American learner

of Serbo-Croatian used to saying "good morning until 12 noun, would very
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likely be taken for a late.sleeper hecauge of interference from his mother
tongue.
Space limitations preclude the presentation of further observations
of this type.
4. Summary:

) A critical analysis of the so-called formal and translational approaches
to contrastive analysis &g advocated respectively by V. Ivir and L. Spalatin
has ghown that gomc aspects of each a_pp:-oach dan be accepted while other
uspects are invalid or spurious. We have agreed that gramm;tical
correspondences can and should be contrastively studied, as long as "formal"
is understood as "formal-semantic” (Eramraatical} "his is best done by
avelding the use of unrestricted translation equivalerce. At the game time
we have found that the dogmatic ingigtence on formal correspondences can
lead to two unsatiafactory resulta: (1) it will not allow for the differential

analysis of interlingual equivalencas in which the grammattcal and lexical

devices of *he two languages do not match up starac - old man} pobijegniti -

ryn wild l;q;t in which comtrastive statements are clearly calied for; {2) 1t will
notl aliow for the differential analyais of grammatical features found in one
language but expressed by heterogeneous devices in the other. On the other
hand the dogmatic view that only semantic equivalence is valid will not provide
for the full contrast of grammatical featurcs using terms about whose content.
there is prefty general agreement among analysts: noun, adjective, subject,
cemplement, etc.

A consideration of the semantic relation between words with analogous
lexical fields in two langnages has demonstrated that elements in the semantic.

systems of English and Serbo-Croatian ¢an be meaningfully contrasted.

O
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Instances in which both the Serbo+Croanian and the English word 15 ! toader have
been analyzed and posgible areas of interference mentioned and partialiy do-
curnented by observations.

In the absence of proof that the units of contrastive analysis are the
same as ihose of linguisue descripiion, we have agsumed that both grammatical
and semantic interlingual correspondences muat initially Le established
int.atively but can be documented by informant and/or analyst responses.
and textual evidence. We have argued for a flexible approach to contrastive
analyels snwhich a priori restrictions on the content of regearch should be
avoided until further empirical data on types of errors made by SC learners
of E are published. We have also suggested that either-or proucuncements
aboul approach be replaced by careful statements about the Linguistic factors
invelved 1n establishing curregpundences at each stage in the lnvestigation

of particular research topics {cf. P. Ivié 1969:28-29),

NOTES

1. An earlier version of this paper, not intended for publication, was
¢l reulated among members of the Yugoslav Contrastive Analysis I'rofec!.
Ttat paper is superseded hy the present one.

2. W. 'lemser and V. Ivir, "Research Guide for Project Workers 1.
Morphology and Syntax. " in R. Filipovié, ed., Reports, 1969, p. 6.

3. "The Contrastive Analysis of Serbe.Croatian and English is being
carried out at four linguistic levels: &. phonology. b. syntax. ¢.
morphoiogy with word.formation, d. iexis." R, Filipovi¢ 1969 d:2-3,

4. J.C. Catford, A Linguistic Theory of Translation, Oxford Unive rsity
Press, London, 1965, p. 7.

5. By my term "grammatically iiterai” I mean the correspondences between

the constituents of an E sentence In the active voice with & 5C gentence
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in the active voice with a SC gentence in the active, E subject-SC nominative
cage subject or B passive, 5C passive. efec., rather than to correspondences
sueh as E active-SC pasaive (¢f. V. Ivir 1963:17 £) .

- One example cited here involves the SC gerundive and its possible

correspondence, on the one hand, with the E participle and, onthe other
hand, with the E progressive preterite. The sentcnces quoted are:
E, As he was making his woy across the fieids. .,
SC. Dok se probijao poljima...

E. Making his wsy across the fields, ..
SC. Probijajud sc poijima...
While it {8 wise to warm anslyets against making uncritical identifications
e, g. SC gerundive -E progressive preterite it is‘difﬁcult to understand
why it tg concluded that the SC gerundive covrresponds to the "whole clauge”
in I rather than to ils verbal part alonc. One couid woadir alsa if there is
not a correspondence here between SC probifati se and I make ope ‘s way

acrogcs ef, SC pobijesniti - E to run wild Ivir 1969b:36; See Note 13 below .

. Cf, E I paid MeSwiggin. .., and [ got what I was paying for. ..

5C Ja sam pladao McSwiggina. .. 2 vierujte da mi je to igplatio,

Quoting vir‘s some of comrments: "It would be wrong to underline
"se isplatile” as a correspendent of "was paying' in this example. ..
One could at this poini legitimately ask whether the Serbo-Croatian text
is 2 translation equivaent of the English tcxt above; .,. one answer
might be that they are not equivalent, that the mesning contributed by
the progressive tense has not been included in the translation, and that
it cannot normally be fncluded in Serbo-Croatian."

Cf. Nemser and Ivir 1969:4-5,

This is implied by the dichotomy insisted upon by Ivir in several places,
between "confrastive analysis” of grammatical properties as realized

by formal signals, and "translation.” The latter seems to be conceived
largely as an activity ef. thc translaticn of War and Peace rather than as
an analytical too . Ivir clearly opposes prammatical analysis to the type

of semantic equivalence which is generally involved in semantic description,
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2
implying that there 13 a sharp dividing line between the two ., See Note 15

The convention followed here and elsewhere in this paper s incorrect
or deviant expressions are preceded by an asterisk and followed by an

arrow leading to the correct expression.

Cf. M. Vlatkovié, "Elements of Aspectives jp English”, in R. Fillpovié,
ed., YCASCE Reports, 1863, p. 70.

This follows from a basic assumption of structural linguistics "each
language is regarded as a system of relatlons more precisely, & get of

interrelated systems , the elements of which..sounds, words, ete, ~.have
no validity independently of the relations of equivalence and contrast which

hold between them." J.Lyons 196%:50

1t is possible that sych many.to.one ¢correspondences between E and SC
verbal expressions are systematic; of. E to make one’s way across,
SC probijati s V.lvir 1968a:21; see Note 6 above .

Cf. E. Stankiewicz 1862:2: "Language as a system does pot convey
experience but provides the formal grooves, the units and constructions
through which experiznee is communicated in verbal messages. In the
words of Sapir, it"reﬂects not so much our intuitive analysis of reality
ag our abillty to c}ampr.-se that reality loto a variety of formal patterns/

{ Language 1921:125)",

For 2 ¢criticiam of the view that particular semantic features can hé
assigned unambiguously to the gazammatical or gemantic components of
linguistic description, see J, Weinreich 1966:404f. For the opposite view,
see J. Katz and J. Fodor 1964:517.518.

Thig example wag first brought to my attentioa by Mrs, M. Vilke.

The tdentification 1n such cages i8 between the referent of ruka for example,
and either that of hand or that of arm, The student apparently learns either
arm or hand first as equivalent to ruka. A contrastive dedcription wouid
pregent both together, warning the student of the additional distinction in
Englsh.




..

14, Inshe case of yuka and noga the observations of interfcrences rcported
here have heen in the sPe-ech of a native speaker of Russian speaking
English. Howevcr, Russian rukd and nogd are exactly parallel to the
corresponding SC words with respect to the distinctions belng discussed.
I have henefitted from discussions with Prof. R, Filipovié regarding
examples 9!‘ this type.

18. On correspondences of the type SC § prat - E hig toe see L, Spalatin
1969133

20, Mr. does occur as a calleform In American English but is gybe
standard and very impolite. 1t i normally excluded.

21, "Gospodine DZek" is etylistically more familiar than "Gespodine Brown";
SC thus has n thyes vmember opposition in address «forms:
L. first namé without title hearer peferred to by ti
2. title and first name hearer referred io by vi
3. title and 1ast name hearer vefeyred to by vi
Expressions of the type "Gospodine DZek" are frequeutly heard in
the speech of bilingual Yugoslavs in Zagreb speaking English.
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Ljiljana Mihailovié {University of Beograd)

ON DIFFERENCES IN PRONOMINALIZATION iN ENGLISH AND SERBOCROAT

We shall deal with 2 case of pronominalization where English
discriminates between indefinite [specified and tndefirite/ unwpecified 1n the
referential indices of noun phrases when prouominallzing, and Serbocroatian

1 .
does not. The terms 3pecified and ungpecificd have been borrowed from

! 2
Carlota 3.5mith,” wh>, {n connection wih golectional restrictions between
detevraingre and relacive elauses, eatablishes three classes of determiners:

Unicue, Specified and Ungpecified in order to distivguish them from lhe

traditional definite and indefinite determiners. We shnll pot conaider all
the intricacier of a bundle of problems that involve ranerenee,“"nor ghall we
corsider the theoreticai justification fov vstablishiag referential indices,
bt we shail assume that NPg have such features as definite v Indefinite,
specified v3 unspecified, animate vs inanin'..t2, erc.in their referential
indices.

Before tackling lhe rules of pronominalization we shall [irst
recapitulate gome well-known facts. Definlte NPs are proper names and
NPs with {he delerminers: the, this, thege, that. those. indefinite noun
phrases are NPs with the indefinile determinera: a, any, all, some, etc.
Definite NPz are specified, by definition; while indefinite NPs can pe
either gpecified or unspecified.

The most general definition of pronominalization is "deletion
under idontity".‘1 The definite pronouns being the mgsi fundamental of

anaphoric devices, we shall first state the rules of pronominalzation
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that produ'ce definite pronouns both in E and SC:

() if two NPs : l\f}?a and NPb (Nl’-'a being the antecedent of NPb}
are corelerential, then NP“,l can be ysed to pronominalize NP

b
(1) Mary washed ‘'om and Meri je oprala Toma i
gave Tom his supper. dala Tomu veferu.
{2} Mary washed the boy Meri je oprala defaka
and gave the boy his i dala defalu veZeru.
supper.

The underlined NPs in (1} are coreferential and identical in all their features,
80 the Iirst NP {s used to pronominallze the second NP {in SC the case marker
is different, which is not relevant for this discussion). The same holds good

for the NPs in {2),

(3) Mary washed Tom and Meri je oprala Toma i
gave him his supper. dala mu vederu.

{4} Mary washed the boy Meri je oprala deaka i
and gave him his supper. dala mu veleru.

n (1Y and (2) both pairs of NPs are identical in all their features and they are
definite, but in (5) and (6) the NPs are not identical in all their features though

it ic intuitively felt that they are coreferential.

{5} He has a red car. On ima ervena kola.
(6} When did he buy the Kada je kupio
car ? 3 (ta) kola ?

Lakoffs gtates the conditions for coreferentiality in the following rule.
{r1} " {272) Given two NPs, NP and NPb:

Ir \IP is an antecedent of \IPb and if NPb is definite. then

NP and NI’ are presupposed to be eoreferential. n?
23 can be seen the conditions for coreferentiality are met in (5} and (6}, so
the NP in {5} is used to pronominalize the NP in {8).
{7} When did he l;uy it * Kada {h je kupio ?
Q | 5 5
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In the above examples we have considered only NI’ that have an
individual referent and the feature [+ spcci:‘wd] in their referential indices,
irrespactive of whether they are definite ar indefinite. But in:

i8) He hasn’t got a car. On nema kola.
he referent can be astablished for the undertined NP and {9 could not be a

sequence to {8} in the E sentence.
{9) *Why doesn he buy Zasto ne kupi (ta) kola?
the car ?

The only acceptable sequence is:
(10) Wify-doesnt he buy a car? Zasto ne kupi kola ?

A3 nt &Pain (8) and {10) are indefinite, the candition for coreferentiality is
not met. and corsequently the NP in {8) cannot be used to produce definite
prosominalizativn of the NP in (10). The only accepiable pronoun in X would

be one.
{11) Why doesn 1 ne buy one? Zasto ih ne kupi?

Before producing more e¢vidence. we shall propose 2 tentative rule for the
ingertion of the indefinite one:

(111} Rules which produce the insertion of the indefinite gne in E do no' require
tdentity of reference in NP"L and NPb, NF’a and pr being both {ndefinite and
unspecified.

In 3C no discrimination 18 made between 1ule (1) and rule {111).
In {5) and {8} there 1s something in the sentences themselves that indicates

whether the referent i9 established or not, Namely, if we state that somebody has
something th2re is no doubt that the object existy and that at least one of the
participants in the discourse knows of it; and vice versa, ‘il' it is established

that someone does not have an object, ’then no referent can be established.

In posiilve existential sentences introduced by a non.locative there, the NP in |

the function of subject is established as specified.
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{12) There is a book on Na mome stolu ima knjiga.
my desk. )
(13) Will you pass the book Molim te, dodaj mi knjigu.

to me, please ?

So the condition for definite pronominalization is met:

(14) will you pass it to Hoded li mi Je, molim te.
me, please ? dodati ?
{15} 1 wigh I had & car. Voleo bih de imam kola.

In (15} the clause comaining the indefinite NP i3 an embedded clause and 1t
18 domtnatad by (subordinate to} a modal construction which marks it as being
counterfactual.a As the NPs in (15} and (16} have no referent and therefore
must have the feature unspecified in their refarential indices, the enly way to

pronominalize the E NP in (16} s by Inserting one.

{16) Why don’t you get Zadto ne nabavi3 kola?
acar ?
T
{I7) Why doi't you get one ? Zasto ih ne nabavid? . o

There are sentences whore the NP can be interpreted either as
specified or unspecified. Some further knowledge i$ required in order to

pronominalize correctly. <
(18) She wants to marry a Swede. Zali da se uda za Svedjanina.

if the NP a Swede 8 understood as a description of a specific individual, i.e
a certain Swede, then the following reply to this etatement is acceptahle-

{19) Where did she find him? Gdje ga je nasla ?
But if the NP a Swede has not been established ag an individual having a specific
referent, but refers to one of a get, then the Phrass rmust be i:\ronoininal'.ized by
tnserting one, him being unacc“ébtable. In SC the definite pronoun i8 uscd in both

cages.

cn
<3
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{20) It is not easy to {ind one. Nije ga lako npadi.
In (20} one haa been substituted for the indefinite and unspecified NP a Swede in !

(21} 1t Is not easy to Nije lako na¢t Svedjanina.
find a Swede,

(22) What about her boy-friend  5ta- je sa njenim de&kom
if she has qpe? ako ga ima?

In (22} the NP which has a possessive determiner can be interpreted as
unspecified only in the context of the if-clause which contains an unspecified

NP, If we established:

(23) What about her boy ~{riend Sta je sa njenim deZkom
if ghe has 3 boy.firend? ako ona ima delka ?

as the underlying structure of (22}, we should have the possessive in the first

NP and the indefinite article in the second NP. It geems to ug that although (23)

is acceptable as one of the intermediate structures in the process of ‘
transformational rules, the rules for the insertion of one would not be sufficiently
genetal if we accepted (23) ag the underlying structure of {22). Therefore we
propose the following underiying structure for the two NPs in (22):

(24) What about someone who is
her boyfriend if she has

someone who i8 her boy-friend?
E. Bach9 develops ruleg that derive nouns from underlying relative clauses
which are based on the predicate pominal constitue[:ts, elements such as

gomecne,

gomething. the on¢ being in the base of guch de:-ivations.lOTransformational rules

for the derivation of NPs {from relative clauses based on indefinite Pronouns
delete the indefinite pronoun and the copula i8, leaving only the predicate nominal

constituernt, So we are left with two identical NPs which have in their referential

<
<o




{28} 1f John buys a'car, Ako D¥on kupi kol i Meri
Mary will buy one. ée ih lupiti.
Even in ) '
{29) ! wish I had & ¢cay. Voleo bih da imam kola.
O
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indices [- definite, - spec:fied]. If we delete the second NP aud inscri one we

get {22) :
What about her boy.friend

if she has one?

So far we have dealt with NPs that either had an individual referent
that <ould be established or NPs where the individual referent could not be
establghed. We ghall now consider NPs wheﬂ.;'the referent i8 establigshed in

the mind of the speaker. In
{25) 1f you buy¥ 2 car IT1 Ako tpi¥ kola ja u ih

.

drive s, voziti.
though the NP & car does not have an individual referent it is used to
pronomtnalize the gecond NI® producing & definite pronoun. In [25) the reference

15 establigshed in the mind of the speaker, so that the second NP can be

coreferential:
{26} If you buy a car 1 Ako mpis kola Ja u voziti
shall drive the car. kola.

1 which case the condittong for definite pronominalization are met and (25) is

an acceptable English sentence. On the other hand in:

{27} If John buys a car, Ako DZon kupi kola, Meri
Mary will buy a car. éc kupiti kola.

although there 15 a possibillty of establishing reference in the mind of the
speaker for the firgt NP, the NP in the containing clause and the NP in the
contained clause cannot be coreferential, as they do not refer tothe same
tndivadual referent, so that the conditions for definite pronominalization are

not met and the deletion of the second NP entails the insertion of ¢ne.
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'.s'hc;!he NP in the contained sentence is dominated by I wish, which presupposes
something that is hypothetical. reference can be established in the mind of the
speaker aad the repeated NP ean be definite and in eonsequence coreferential.
(30) Who would drive the ear? Ko bi vozio (ta} kola 7

So the conditions for definite pronorninalization are met:
{31) Who would drive it? Ko bi ih vozio ?
On the other hand if the reference is not established in the mind of the speaker,

(32) could be a comtimnuation of (29):
{32) Why dont you get a cur? Za¥to ne nabavi¥ kola ?

in which case one is inseried after the deletion of the underlined NP.

(33} Why don 't you get one? Zadto ih ne nabavid ?
We shall now try to formulate the rule for tht inser.ior of the indefinite pronoun
one,

{IV} Gaven two NPs; NPa and NPb where the head nouns are jdentical

lexical items, il the pr i8 indefinite and unspecified then the two

~Ps cannot be coreferential, so the NPb ig deleted and the indefinite
one is inserted

Considering the following example and keeping in mind both the rules for

definite and indefinite pronominalization:

f34) You are lucky to have Sredan si o ima¥ poredieu.
a family.
And you‘ are lueky not A ti 8i gredan Bto je
to have one. nemai.

it geems to us that both under the rules of definite and the rules for indelinite

-

pronominalization, it is the referential index of NPb {the repeated nonn plirase) -
that determines the choice of the pronoun.u 1n the sentence underiying (34)

the first NP is indefinite, but it is apecified, the repeated NT is indefinite and

unspecilied:

(35) You are lucky to have a family.
You are lueky not to have a.family.

60
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20 no corsference can be established, 80 that the repeated NP is decisive
for the choice of the pronoun one.

It would be in place to mention that whereas definite pronouns have
distinctive forms for animste/inanimate {it vs. he, she} and for rsasculine/femini:-
(he va, she), the indefinite one does not distinguiah either animate/inanimate or .
masculine/feminine, being a proncun susceptible only to the conirast of definite/
indefinite and specified funspecified in the referential indices of the NPs it
eubntitutes,

SC doea not have two rulea for prcmomimllzation,\ the definite pronouns
meeting both the rules for definite and indefinite pronominatization. We should
ike to mention that SC can SOmeti'mes%ave zero both as an equivalent of an E
definite pronoun and the indefinite one.

(36) John hasnt gota pen. DZon nema pevo,

{37) L1 give him one, Ja ¢u mu (g} dati.

(38} There s no armchair Nema nasionjale u njegovoj ~ L.,
in his room.

(38) There ghould be one. Trebalo bi da ﬁ bude.

{40) Could you lend me 8 Da li biste mi mogll pozajmiti
bax of matches. kutiju #ibica.

{41) if L had one, I'd Da § imam uzajmiia bih ti .
lend it to you.

The zero form in SC can be ysed 28 & variant of the dcfinite pronoun usually
after certain verbs which allow optional deletion of the NP in the function of

object, such as dati. pozajmiti, kupiti, doneti, etc. The English courterparts

of the stated verbs do not usually allow the deletion of the object NP,
The fact that SC NPs behave differently from E NPs under pro-
nominalization ig of theoretical as well ag practical interest, Further research

concerning referential indices of NP3 in SC would yield results that would
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profably ghed more light on problems of universals in grammar,

The praclical- implications of the subject treated above are ohvious.
‘The treated point of contrast in the fwo languages will result in predictable
interferences, and it ghould be tackled so that the difference between specified and
unspecified in indefinite NP5 is made clzar. Carefully constricted contrastive
drills should follow expla.nations and iiiustrations of the mles.

From the point of view of 2 SC learner of English, the so-called
"personal pronoun paradigm" should include the indefinite pronoun one, as the
SC counterpart of one is to br, found in thz personal pronoun paradigm. In this
way the learner would find the counterparts of the ]..3 Ianguage elements where

he éxpects 1o find them and before he commits errocs.

NOTES

1. Further fn'the text noun phrases will be refered to ag NPs, English, as E,
and Serbocroatian, ag SC.

2. Carlota S, Smith, "Determiners and Relative Clauses in 8 Generative Gramroar
of English”, Langnage, 40 (1964), 37.52.

3. in his unpublished paper "What do Referential Indices Refer To ?',1968, p.2,
Laurl Karttunen mentions 2 number of features in noun phrases that involve
the idea of reference and modification:

{1 definite vs, indefinite noun phrages,

(ii)  generic vs. non-generic noun phrases,

(i1i) specific va, non-specific noun phrases,

(iv) anaphoric vs, deictic noun phrases and pronouns, and
{V) restrictive ve, appositive relative clasuses and modifiers.

4. John Roberl Ross, "Constraints on Varlables in Syntax'', unpublished
dissertation, MIT 1967.

Q .
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Pronowminalization does not oceur here within the same sentence, but it ;g
a well-knowu fact that pronomiualization can be dealt with only in the context

of a discourse.
George Lakoff, “Pronouns and Neference", unpublished paper 1968, 87

L.ikofr, op.cit., 88, argues further that "One can eliminate coreferentiality
from these conditions simply by indicating that the anaphoric NP must be
definite'", Though this would make the rule more economical, it is much
simpler for us not to dispense with the notion of coreferentialitx, as will

be geen from further discuasion. |
The example has been borrowed from Lauri Karttunen, op.cit. 4.

Emmon Bach, "Noung and Noun Phrases", Universals in Linguistic Theory,
{eds. Emmon Bach and Hobert Harrms), New York 1968,91-122,

Later Bach {op. c;.t. , 111 and 121} dispens2s with actual pronouns and
referential indices assumed to occur with nouns, and proposes that they
should be replaced by a system of operators and variables whicl can be used
to tie together sentences underlying a complex sentence.

We have tgnored here the conditions for backward pronominslization and the
notion of "command” as formulated by Honald W. Langacker {"On r ronominali-
zation and the Chain of Command". unpublished paper, San Diego 1966} and
have assumed that p\i‘onominalization rulea always work forwards, as
backward pronominalization is not relevant for thisg discussion.

-
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Charles E. Bidweli (University of Pittsburgh)

~

SERBO.CROATIAN NOMINAL INFLECTION

0.1 The purpose of this study is to cdegeribe the inflection of nominal words,
subsuming nouns. pronocuns, numerals, and adjectives, in ‘contemporary
standard Sna-rbo..C:matiam.l Only the prosodie (stress and length) inorpho-
phonetaics of the noun have beén excluded from this paper, as I have treated
this topiec at length in another article {Bidwell, 196%9¢). This study is based in
part on the standard handbooks listed in the bibliography, but checked against
the usage of native s;:'eakers.2 Surprisingly, in view of Vuk Karad#ié¢s famous
injunction "Write like you speak;speak like you write," {the choice of
conjunciion here is intentinnail) native Serbo-Croatian grammatical writing

is dominated by a strong normative tradition. Ironically, in jealously striving
to preserve and impose as a standard the grammatical system ¢xpounded by
Vuk on the basis of his own and related diale :ts of the day, ;fuk ‘s sucressors
have proved unfaithiul to the substance of {thé great grammarian’s thought.
llence, 1he handbooks are not always reliable as indicators of spoken standard usage
and i have also reljed heavily upon the evidence supplied by linguistic informants,
in first line my wife, Natascha Bidwell, nde Dragutinovié; born in Valjevo,

Serbia, but raised in Belgrade and a speaker of the kc;lné of that eity. The

spoken standard, as distinct from the lanpuage of belies lettres, I define as

the variety of speech used in informal and semi-formal communication by

persons who have completed at least secondary schooling {gymnasium). This

may not be the only specch variety used by such persons; on Bome occasions

local dialects may be employed {which of course are not treated here). Naturally,
a gtandard defined in this manner cannot present the petrifiad uniformity posit::d

lesired by some normativists; there is considerable regional and even
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iwdiolectal variation. My observations, however, obviously canmot “1. ¢ .weped
every possible variety of standard language, but in the nearly two dezard ;s *hat

1 have been Studying Serbo-Croatian, | have come In contact with speakers from
many regiong; most, it happens, have been heavily influenced by the Zagreb

or Belgrade kolnds -- in itself perhaps an indication of the prestige value of .
the current speech of the two great cultural centers. 3 This outline then aims

to describe the current spoken standard ip Hne with the descriptivet, non-
normative tendency charactenstic of muc;; of American gtructura) linguistics.
0,2 It must be emphasized that formal standard Serbo-Croatian has two

basic yariants of equal prestige and normative "correctness”. The variants

are termed ekavski i which the Common Slavic phoneme jat'foe] has coalesced
with /e 'y and ijekavski (here j_ti’.has given other reflexes, corresponding 1o
ekavsia /e/ from jat” we have /jef (rarely /i/), to long /ee/ from jat”we have
el cu-/jeeh.'1 Ag my principal informant 18 an ekavski spesker, I hive *aken

that variety as basic, however, whenever the ijekavsid form diffurs, 1 give jt

1n parenthese followtng the ekavski citation,thus mlcéko (mlijéké) "milk'.

0.3  The phonemic analysis underlying this study is based on that by C.T.

Hodge and posits the following segmental phonemes:

vowels consonants
i ] u p t
e ) b d g
a f s h
v z 1 r

n
O
[

dz d di
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Digraphs are used to symbolize unit phonemes for graphle converience.”
"¥nealic” r is analyzed as far/. Vowel length :s analysed as a geminatc vowel,
i, e, & sequence of iwo identical short vowels; tradiivaal "alling” stress ag &

single stress, traditional "rising" stress as a double (geminate} gtress having

~wo gyllables as it domain.s Thus:

CaC  traditional short falling accent Jpas/ "dog"

C4aC traditional long falling accent ]/ graad/ Melty"

C4C4 traditional short rising accent {Zéndf ‘hwife, woman"
CaiC4 traditional long rising accent [fmledks/  "mik"

Since traditional Serbo-Croatian orthography is very nearly phoncmle,
nearly phonetnic, all Serbo-Croatian matarial in the f~llowing outline is cited
n Eﬁionemic notation. In the few cases where full sentences [yather than
individual words or morphemes) are cited however, conventional punctuation
and caplalization gz used, though phonemic notatit;.-n of the segmentals is
retained.

0.4, The following morphophonemic rules are of Importance for the notninal
inilection gystem.

Automatic rules:

{a) Voicing assimilation: The lagt consonant, non-neutral with regard to
vowcing in & sequence of consonants unbroken by vowel or major juncture,
determines the re_placemenl of preceding non.neutral consonants within

the sequence Lo agree with it in respect to voicing. Volcing neutral consonants
are /m n r 1 §/f; fv/is neutral in respect to preceding consonants, hut
undergoes replacement by its voiceless counterpart [t/ if followed by a

voiceless congonant. od-plat-a -» étplata “payment”.

In respect to a preceding consonant. fhf iz voicele9s; it has no voiced

counterpart, 5o when followed by a volced consonant. it remalas.
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{b) Palatal assimilation: The dentals/s =z/ followed by the palatal corsonants
/3 2 & az ¢ ¢/ or sequences /ij nj/ without intervening juncture assimilate
to palatal position. becoming /3/ and /%/ respcctively.?

{c} Reduction of geminate consonants: A gequence of identical congonants
(incitiding & geminate sequence which would result from application of palatal
or voicing assimilation) is replaced by & single sych consonant. bez-zaskon.j.e
becories bezadkdnje "lawlessness".

(d) Geminate vowel follawed by /o/ resulting from the change /1+0/ is reduced
to a single vowel. Nsg.f. bedld vs. Nsg. m. béo "white" (ijekavsid bijéld vs. b_io).8
{e) Loss of dental stop hefore affricate. /t/ or /d/ plus affricate is replaced by
zero plus aifricate, Nog. Stic ve. Gsg. ¢cd from stem ot[aje- "“father",

Non-automatic rules:

(f) The dental stops /t d/ fall in the environment tetween /8 =/ and /n/f: Nsg.m.
Zastan vs. Nsi.f. &dena from the stem Zast(d)n- "honorable". This is very nearly
automntic, exceptions being a number of recent loans such ag Nsg.f, prétesina
"ot ptotest",

(g} Morpheme final /1/ is teplaced by /o/ before consonant or word boundary.
Gsg. pésld vs. Nsg. pésdo from stem posfn]l. "task, affair”, Nsg. pra-ilac vs.
Gsg. prauioca, "accompanier”. But ¢f. mélbd "request”, hotel "hotel.

{h) "inserted” or "movable" /a/. In many (but not all} morphemes ending in
ceriain consonant clusters, /a/ is intercalated between the final consonants

when word boundary {usually with zero ending) or consonant follows.

Examples: pésdo, pratilac, dtdc in (e) and (g) above. In citing stems, "inserted"

Ja/ i enclosed in 8quare brackets: otfa]c~ "rather". When /1/ does not have a

vowel adjacent on at least one side, /#/ ie automatically inserted; thus bicikl-
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"bicycle” becomes bicir 5! before Nsg. zero cnding {but Gsg. bicikla).
“Jaturally, this change does not occur if fa/ i2 fngerted (&&ﬂl- Mask, job",
Nsg, pdsdo); note that if the non-autoriatic change occurs, it supersedes the
automatic change, gince by its occurrence it rernoves the phonotactic
conditions requiring the automatic change (see Bidwell 1965b, p. 13 for a
discasslon of thig problem?.

{{) t-change: /k=sc, g—+2, h=§/ before elements beginming with fif, ¢.g.

Nsg. &¢h va, Npl, Zési "Czech"”,

{]) J-change:
U w~ d wp 4
e,k ~—p & 7,8 ey 2 .~
S, h = 3
1 w—s 1 n =% nj

Labjal consonants add {ij/, thug /m p b veemlj plj blj vlj/. Example
of J-change: Nsg. bdog vs. Vsz. b.ic "God"”, Note that when one of the gbove
sonsonants follows /$/ or fz/, the latier ur?ergo palatal assimilation upon

i-chucge of she congonant they precede;cf, maast "fat” Isg. mdadtn’

i fowef al:erna‘tion. Morpheme {nittal fo/ in certain suffizes is replaced
by /ef after elemnents ending in the palatal congonants f§ ¢ ¢ § ¥ & 43 cfs
Nsg, pélje "field" {cf, zldato "gold"). Various processes have disturbed the
purely phonological conditioning of this alternation, $o that jn gome cases [c/
2Jecurs after non-palatal congonant and fo/ after palatal consonant in
environmems wheye this alternation is expected.

1.0 ‘The Noun.

Serbo-Croatian noung are declined in terms of two number categories,

singular (sg.} and plural {pi. i, and of six case categories, nominative {N},
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genitive {G), accusative (A), datlve (D), instrumental {I}, vocative (}). Every
Serbo.Croatian noun further wherently belongs to one of three gender categories,
masculine (m.), feminine (f.), or neuter{n.}; gender is a concord category,

the gender being determined by the form of potentlal modifiers and by pronoun
replacemerit.

1.1 Serho~Croatian nouns fall into three declensional clagses, according

to &.ding of the genitive singular case, clagg A -ee, class 0 -a, class C i
{(mnemonic: A nouns heve & in Ngg., C nouns have consonant plus ¢ in Nsag. l,lo
The following endings occur:

Nominatwve Stngular. Type A nouns have -8, excepting certain masculine persona’
name« und kinship terms, which in the wegtern part of the Serbo-Croatian area
{see 1,2) have -¢ or -¢, and certain feminine names from clagsical mythology
with ~o {e. g. klHo "Clio", Gsg. klijee). One noun {with stem extension /iver’,
see 1.3.3) hag zero ending in NAsSg., while foreig . feminine names terininsting
i a consonant mar have zero in Nsg. with A endings inthe rematning cages.
rhough they are usually treated s indeclinable {1.7), thug nives "NMives", Gsy

nfvesee or plves. Type 0 masculine nouns (0m) have. in the overwhelining

majority, zero., Some have -dDw-g, chiefly masculine personal names, &. ¢
mdarka and 2 few others such a3 Zikadgo "Chicago'', kéngo ""Congo". The two
month nam=3 jdulinjiul "July” and jluniwjdun "June" have an alternste
nomina‘ ve ending -i baB). Type O neuter nouns (0n} take the ending -gw-e
Nouns With the stem extensions -gn- or -et-, e.g. ime Gsg. {mena "name”,
kangb¢ Gsg€. kanabdta "couch” (1,3,3), take the ending -g; otherwise -2
occurs after stem final palatal congdnant and -9 elsewhere. The neuter noun
déba "age, pertod” is treated ag indeclipable by most speakers; however, it
is declined by some with the ending -t in NABgZ. and the usual On endings in the

remalning cases, TYpe C nouns have zero in the Nsg,

O
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Accusative singular. Only type A nouns have a separate form {witk the €nding ~a)

for the Asg. Class C nouns, Class On nouns, and Class Om nouns which denote
inanimate objects (Om inan.} have in the Asg. the same {orm as the Nsg., Om
nouns which denote living beings (Om anim. ) have in the Asg. the same form

ag the Gsg.

Gienitive gingular, As stated above, Class A nouns have -¢e in this case, Class 0

-

-3, and Class C -1,

Dative gingular. Clags A and C nouns have the ending -i, Class O nouns -u, In
some varieties of the stardard language clags Om and C nouns show & stress

» difference after prepositions {former locative) from the no;l -prepositional form
{fformer t'l&u.iveh11

Instrumental singalur, Clags A nouns have -001n, Class 7 nounS -ofte’ -em,

Class C have -i or -Juw-Ju; -ju after stems ending in /v 5 z § 3 & 4%/,
and -1 after stems in the remaining consonants with J-change of preceding
stem-final consonant provided that the consonant i9 susceptible to such change,

Vocative singular. Class On nouns, as well as ¢lass A and Om nouns with -0

or -g 1n N8g , have the same ending in Vsg 25 in Nsg., though stress may
differ. There is also a tendency for many other Class A and Om nouns to use

the fsrm of the Nsg. in vocative function, rather than a separate vocative

form. (e.g. marfjs "Mary", luka "Luke"). These particularly include many
personal names and kinship terms, especially those with lengthy stems.
Otherwise A noun have -0, excep! that nouns with *he suffix -ic- and a few

others have -¢ rather than -0 in the V, Some pejoratives with this suffix however
show free vartation of -o &ith ¢ in V Class Om nouns have -€ or -u, -u
occurring matnly after the palatal cons-onants and, alternatively with -e, after the
velars and some others. Before -¢, stems in fc/ and the velars /k g bf undergo

I-change, as dotwo in /2 ', hidez V knéeZe "prince” and ftee.V viteeZe "'knight”,

O

ERIC 70

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

A



O

Class C nouns have -i in the Vsg. .

In example paradigms below, the vocative is usually not licted s« parately
where it has the same ending ng the nominative, i,e. in On nouns and in all
plural forms.

As may t;e seaen from the foregoing, there 18 a tendency in class A and 0
10 eluninate the Vsg. as a separaie case, substituting for it the endings of the
2isg. VWhere separate vocawuve ending® are retained, there Is olten considerable
variailon among individual speakers in the cholce of ending in the absence of
clear-cut phonological criferia for such choice.

Vocative plural. There is no separate Vpl. form. All nouns have the same
ending \n Vpl. ag the Npl. In an extremeély small number of noung however,
vpl. may be distinguished from Npl. by stress: c¢f. Nsg. Zénd "wife , woman",
Npl. %éné, Vpl. Zéne.

Nominative plural. Class A nouns have «¢ in the 1'pl. Class C nouns have -
Clags On nouns have -u and Om noung have l-i.

Accusative plural. Class A nouns, clags € nouns and ¢lass On pouns have the

same form in the Apl. as in the Npl. Clags Om nouns have the ending -¢ in

the Apl. (1.~ the same ending a3 class & nouns have in both N and fpl, )
Genitive plural, Mogt nouns of ¢lagses A and 0 have the ending -aa in the Gpl.

A fair number of nouns of these two clagses have the ending .ii, capecially afier
stems ending in consonant clusters. Class C nouns al) have -fi. Usage in this
respect varies from idiolect to Adiclect and with very many words the uge of

either ending 15 accepteble in the standard language. Thus, mdraakeanmgrkii

"of gtamps’’ but only sesiasiraa 'of gisters'. Some few words have the endings
uu or -ijuu in the Gpl. These are: Class A rékiuvsrudkda "of hands'!,

néguu A nodgda "of legs”, Class Om pirstfjuuw pirstiivm psarstan "of fingers",

gostimmgostil “of guests”, noktfjuusanokadtda "of nails", Clags C kok63fjuu
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is automatically lengthened.

Dative and Instrumental plural.

A -

Rokd3fi "of chickens”, mixed class (class C in plurall: gefjuunodii of eyes”,

. G3fjuun63fi "of ears”. The vowel of the syllable preceding the ending variant -2a

Jn these cases class A nouns have the ending .ama, class 0 and C pouns

Table of endings:

automatic} after the suffix -aad- and after a few other stems,

have the ending -ima. In some (archaic) varieties of the standard language this

ending is truncated to ~ma (in conjunction with which variant, ending stress is )

A On Om C
3 T n
V {{-a}, -o.l...n-e .8 V. wi Y
N -a . I o | N
A -u m _&-
G Y] -a " G
D -i Q D
i ~ROTD ~OMm v -em AW duwegu |
el
N -2 - -i N
A -e A
G ~aa (v i} ~ii G
DI -ama «tma  {va -ma) Dj

|
IEI{I

A 1701 Provided by ERic:

The syipbolws, as used in this table. signifies that the Asg. of animate

nouns is ideptical with the Gag. and the Asg. of {napimate nouns identical

with the Nag.
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1.2 Distribution of genders, .
Gender is determined strictly by two factors: syntactic congruence
lagreeraent of attributes and predicate complements) and pron‘oun replacement.

Thus:
N43a mddjka je dobrd. Ond nas véli, {femining)

Na5g otdch jo dobarf.  Oon nas volii. ({masculine)

Agreement and pro;loun replaccment indicate masculine and feminine genders
respectively of mdajka ' mother" and étdc “fathér'.

Type A nouns are in their overwhelming majority feminine; a
restricted subgroup of this type is of mixed gender: Type Am contains
masculine common nouns (sludgd "servant", pdapa "pope", vlidika “(Orihodox)
bishop”, tita "papa”, sddija "judge", mladéZénja "bridegroom”), including
nouns with the borrowed {Turlkish} suffixes -Yi-and -dfi., formerly, and still
to some extent. a Quite productive category: paradjiija "fellow with a lot of
money islang)”, mfalfia "man from Ni8", sagjdifis "watchmaker”, mlckddzfja
‘milkman”, and a number of masculine personal names: fHja "Elias", lauka "Luke™
mitka 'Mike {nickname from mihdilo)". These nouns are of masculine gender
ta the 3wngular, but feminine in the plural. In the Western pari of the Serbo-
Croatian speech area, & number of masculine personal names have the endings
-0 or -¢ in NVsg. and are otherwise declined as type A nouns; they too fall in
subgroup Am: itvé, i_ry__é"Joh’nny". Type Om nauns are masculine, On neuter,
and C feminine.

1.3. Stem shape.
Stems consist obligatorily of a root with which there may occur one or

more prefixes and/or suffixes. The overwhelming majority of nouns contain
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&1 N root, though there is a class of compound stems eortaining iwg {or
rmore} rootts.12 There follows an analysis of the constituents of the words

i¢nda, rdat, rdzgovoor, proizvéd, dbrana, Sbrdzae, bibliotekadratvd, ldkobraan:

STEM ENDING
pra fix(es) root{s) suffix{es)
an Zén - “a -4 wife, woman
- rit- = -¢ war
rdz- govoor - -p conversation
pro-fz- véd- . - -§ product
- bran- - -2 * defense
6- braz- -f8e -$ " pattern
-- biblotek - adr-stv~ -6 Hbrarianship
-- lik-o0-braan- au -¢ breakwater

A stem normally ends in a congonant. Txeeptions are recent foreign
borrowings which may have stems In vowels, such stems tn vowels are usually

wncorporated into class Om:

Nsg.  atdide Gsg. atadéd Npl. ataSel attaché
afcéo nivéd nivél level
rapiun ragid raghil ragout
bhoa bhéee bhde boa

1.3.1 lnserted vowel.

In many sters ending in 2 consonant cluster there occurs an [a/
berween the final consonants before zero ending and before genitive piural ending -aa,
The fa/ ig replaced by zeve (i.e. does not occur) elsewhere {i.e. before other
endingst Refore - the inserted vowel is ghort, but, as with all syllables before
Gpl. -aa,it is long /aa/ before that ending. So, Nsg. (zero ending) mpd&dk

Gsg. maddkd "tomeat”, séatrd Gpl. sestasrda "sister”. In some ftems there

Is considerable individual variation in occurrence of inserted faf: Nag.

Q '
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kéngertnkdncérat "concert”. There iS also & tendency in the Gpl. to use, with

stems ending in 2 cluster, the ending -ii, before which inserted /a/ does not
oceur, rather than -ga. Nsg. bréojka “figure” CGpl. broojkiiwbréjaakaa.
Naturally, the-usual automatic morphophonemic changes take place within
the stems in those forms without /a/:13

Stem otfajc- “father" Nsg. &tde Gsg. 6cd (Jt/+]c] = [o)
klub{a]k~ "lump" Nsg. Kldpko GCpl. kisbagka

1.3.2 Stem.final consonant aiternations.

Before endings beginning with /i/ {except the Gpl.}, stem.final velar
consonantg wndergo I.change. The cases affected are D8g. of clags A, Npl. of
class Om and DI pl. of ¢class 0, class C nouns 8re unaffected s they have no
artem ending in velars. There 1S Some téndency to abandon this change in class
A nouns; personal names and kinship terms as well as stems ending ir consonan®
clusters often do not show this change. There is a-greater tendency to abandor
ths change in stems in /h{ than in those ending in the other two velars fk gf

In many jtems there {s congiderable personal and regional variation.

Examples:
jindak "hero"  Npl. junadel DIpl. Junadcima
nosérdg  “rhinoceros™ nosérézi nosorézima
%eh "Czech" Tesi Sésima
bldago “treasure” bldazima
mdajka  "mother” Dsg. mdajeiv mdajid
sludgs "servant" sludzi
epéhd “epoch” epdh{\aapdsl '

J.change occurs only in stems ending in velars or e/, before the
ending of the Vsg. (béog ""God” Vsg. béZe. 6tdc "father" Vag. 6Ze) and in
the alternation of a few stems (tprk~ "Turk™ Nsg. tdr3in, Npl. tdurci,

Gpl. tdraakaa, 6ko “eye”, dho "ear" Npl. 6%, ¢si).
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A stem-final /i/ is lost before P-ending in the case of 2 number of
recent foreign borrewings (which in the source language ended in fi/}:

Nag. tdksi Gsag. tdksija taxi
wérdi vérdija Verdi

Not 21} stems in [ij/. of course, drop /j/ before zero ending. Thus
kdalei) "calcium", kfalij "potagsium", ngatrij "sodium" ond others do not.
1.3.3 Stem extensions.

The type C noun kéfi "daughier” and the A noun mdti "mother" have the
stem final element /-i-/ (in N /.er-/ (In remaining cases). In kafi
runhermore,' the stem extension vowe? is lengthened befare P {NAsg) and the

Isg. erding -ju.

Thua- .
N kel kéger) VN mald
A kéder A mater
VGD kééri G miteree D materi
1 kééerju I matercom

1n collogquial speech these nouns Lre almost entirely replaced by the
type A derivatives mdajka and {(k)éedrid.

A limited number of On nouns show the extension /-en-~/ in cases other
than NAsg. NA fme G fmens "name". A large number of nouns {many but by
no means all denoting the young of people and animais), plus many deminutives
with the suifix -&- and a good contingent of Jpans from Turkish, as wellas a
number of masculine natmes, extend the stem by f-et-/ in singular non-NA
forms and muet be accounted a productive category.“ The masculine names
are masculine in gender and do not usually cceur }n the plural, while the
others are neuter in gender and are mosgtly in mixed category forming their

plural with the suffix -aad- {see 1.4 below); those which are of in type in
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singular and plural {e. g, kandbe "ecouch”) hlave the suffix in the plaral ws well,
The On noun jadjé "egg" has the /-et-/ extension only in the singular non-NA
forms (Npk. jadjd), as do the eastern variant dvo {=tho) "ear” and the mixed
noun dedtd (dijéte) "child”. The noun d5rvo has the extension /-et=/ only in
the singulaf non.NA in the meaning "wood, lumber”, but in all non-NAsg.
forms in the meaning "iree” Likewige the nou;1 St6k16 has [-et-/ inthe singular

non-NA only in meaning "small bottle”, but not in its principal meaning "glass".

Examples:
Nsg. mfile (man’s name) Gsg. milleta Npl. ==
pfie "chicken" . plleta (pllaad)
kangbé "couch" kangbéta kandbétn
jadjé egg" jajeta {fadjs)
dvo "ear" dveta 131
dedté (difeéte) "onila” déteta (djetéta) {décd, djéca)
dérvo "tree, wood" darveta d5rvétsd "trees” -

{d5rva) "waod, lumber"

Four On nouns have the extension /-es-/ in the plural; nébo "sky, heaven’,
tudo "wunder, marvelous thing” has the extension in the alternate plural form
with the meaning "miracles”, télo "bedy™ has it in the alternate plural meamng
"heavenly or dead bodies”, kélo "wheel” has it in the meaning "large wheeis”.
Thus, nébo, nebésd, etc. One mixed nouwn, type On in sg., type C inph, has

the extension /-er./ in non.NAsg. forms. yefee "evening”, G véfera {This

word is used primarily in the east, inthe west this noun has the gtem veleer.
n all forms and is declined as type C, ercept only in the common greeting
débar véseer "good evening” where it is fype Om).

The majority of mornosyllable 6:11 nouns ag well ag a few polysyllabic
Om Stems extend thelr stems with the sufflx -ov.ww-ev- {/-ev./ occurring after

palatal consonants}. Addition of this extenmon {2 a productive pattern, as it
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Ngg. drtug Nﬁl. drigovi comrade, pal
go6luub gélugovi  dove, pigeon
biz blzevi whip

Most Om pouns with the suffix -in- retain it only in the singular, dropping
it in the plural. The stem turk~ "Turk" also shows stem-{inal J-change before

;E'.' und regular I.change in the plural.

Ngg. bégarin Npl. bdgari Bulgarian
grddanin #radaani citizen
tardn tdurei Gpl. tdraskea Turk
‘bot: “domééin dom#éind host, head ef housge

1.4 Mixed nouns.

Serbo-Creatian bas a pumber of groups of pouns 83 well as a few Isolated
nouns which are of mixed genders or declensional types.
Type Am This type, which bas the forms of type A and i mmasgculine in singular
and femi~ie {p plaral, has heen mentioned shove (1. 2): vlddika "{Orthodox) bishop’
etc,
Trpe Om /o A {airly extensive (and productive) subeloss is composed of recent
kavrowings which are declined ag type O (with the ending -0 in VNA3g.; and are of
masculine gender in the singular and peuter in the pliral. Such are dinamo

“dynamo', torpéds "torpedo”, ete. (Npl. dindma, torpédd, ete. ).16

In addition threc Om nouns 8kt "act, file, nude portrait” dokuménat
"documen'", and Em“faet" have begides thelr regular plurals, alternate On
{(Npl cnding -a, neuter gender} plurals, In the casc of 4kt there is & semantic
differentiation of the plural forms. dkti, "acte”, dktovi "nudes”, dkta "(1les”,
Type AJO consists principally of formations with the suffixes =at- and -igt-,

Though some speakers decline these as straight type O or Am nouns, for many
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speakers they have masculine gender in both slngular and plural, but Type
"A forms in the singular.

Nsg. komtnista W¥pl. komtnisti communist
Type O/C: Most nouns with the stem extension f.et./ {including all such

noung referring to animate beings) do not retain this extension in the plural,

but lexcepting deétéwdijet¢ "child", see below) replace it by «aad.. The forms
with -aad- have type C endings. NA have the type Csg. ending #f, while GDI have
{in idiolectal variation} either the Cpi, endings G .ii, DI -ima (archeic -ma)

or Cgg. GDL -i. The forms In -aad- which gerve as the semantic plural
counterpart to the singular forms in /-et./ have, as far as they have type C
gingular forms, feminine singular attribute and complement agreemen., but
pluyral verbal agreement, the forms with type C plural endings have feminine
plural agreement, pronoun replacement with both types of eading may be

either feminine singular or {in the case of living beings) masculine plural

{cf the similar case of brééa, etc.). One noun of thig type Zeljaddé "human

being” 'ms the suffix -2ad- in the singular (before /-et.f) as well as in plural,

Examples:
Nsg. Csg. NApl. Gpl. Dlpl,
télé téldta . télaad télaadii télaadima v
V' télaadi teladdmd calf
sirdeé sirdddta sirodaad siroZaadii sirotaadimav
v sirotaadi giroaddmd
_ orphan
dnie  dndZeta Gnigaad dnd Eaadii dmigasdima v~
“* dnd&aadi unuaddmd
gtrandchild
teljadde 2eljaddéta . géljaad &eljaati &éljnadima v
w géljadi teljaddmé
human being
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A5 mentiongd above {1.3.3) the noun @E‘g‘"eﬁnmg“ has the stem
. ens10n /-er-f innon-XAsg. forme. with On endings and neater gender in
the singular and type C endings and feminine gend'er in the plural‘. In the west,
this noun is regulas class C (NAsg. veleer, Gsg. vederi)in all forms. Likewise,
6ky "eye", dho "ear" are type On in the singular; their plural forms 68i. y&i_
ar» elass C (and feminine).
Q_Ii‘.f.‘i“l?:.: Four nouns are (ype J in singular and have type A singular endings
in the forms which serve ag their plural. These "plural” forms have feminine
sivgular attribute and vomplement agreement, but plural verbe) ngreement;
pronvur replacement is femlnine singular Grm.Pl.) Inthe sinpular one noun
ided €1 1 reuter and has the stem extension /-et./ in =il sigular non-NA forms;

the ot er three are masculine (brat, gospédin, vlastélin); two have the suffix «in.,

dropped 1 the plural; deéié and brdt ehange the stem-final consonant in the

plural.
Nsg. deés (dijéte) Npl. déor, (discd) ehild
. brér brdda brother
gospbddin pospddi gentleman, Mr., Sir
viastélin viastéld nobleman (archaie)

[Iustration of gender/number agreement of plural of O/C and OfA nouns:

Tda mlddaa prdsaad gu débrd.  Those young pigs are good,

Né&2 braca su débrg. Our brothers are good,

Gns b~onf} gy dbbrd, They (with referenes to either of the
foregoing sentences) are good,

1.5 'Example paradigms.
A -noung Ame-nouns
£g. .
"hand" "gide" "needle” {name}  "servant”
v rduko strdano fglo fivo/five sldugo
N rudka stradnd fgld tvéfitve sluvgd
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A riuku strdanu
G ruldkée s-tradnée
D rudel stradnf
1 rudkdom stradndor
pl,
NA riuke strdane
G rudkdavwndlde  stragnda
i mikdma strdndma
sg.

"eity" "husband"
v grdade miufu
N grdad muuZ
A } miufa
13 griada }
D griadu muu ¥u
I

grdadom muiufem

pl,

N gradovi mitevi
gradove my¥eve

G gradodvda muZedvda

() gridovima md¥evima

fglu
fglde
fgif
Igléom’

igle
igadlda
fgidma

O .nouns

"horse"

kénju
kénj

} Kkénjs

kénja
kénlédm

kénjl
kénjé
kobnjda
kénjima
wkdnjmd

ini sludigd
ifvée sludgée
il sluigivw sludzf
fivéom  slwigdom
sliuge
sludgdawmsligiv
shdgdrna
"business" "thinker"
pdsle misiiote
pdsdo mislilac
} mislloca
posls }
pésid misgliocu
pdslém mislocem
pdsalévi mislioci
péslove mislicce
pésléovasa mfslilaacaa
poglévima misliocima

in the above tahie 1 have accented the genitive plural of griad and mdu?

according to the normative handbuoks, In fact however my principal Informant show

no shift of stress in this form but retains single (falling} stress on the irital

syllable, a pattern widespread among urban standard speakers for nouns of

this type.

ERIC
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vith extension /-in-/

sg.
“eitizen"

v grddanine

N griadanin

A grddanina

!}

D gradanim

I gradaninom

pL

N grddaani

A gradaanc

G gradaanaa

DI grddsanima
Om/n noun
"torpedo"

sg.

VNA  torpeéddé

G torpeddd
D torpeédd

I torpeddom
pL
NA torpeddd

G torpeédddn
Dl torpeédima

On.noun with

extenslon /.en./

"rame"
m
VNA

ime

sg.
VN mgarko
A mdarka
. |
D maarku
1 méarkom
pL
N mdarci
A
G
DI mdarcima
L] Vi]la geli
ag.
VNA 416
G séld
D sdla
1 3é16m
pL
NA séla
G séelaa
DI sdlima
OC .noun with
extensions [-et./,
/-and./
n ca lf" EE..
NA
télé vao

82

Ot -nouns

miloje

}mﬂoja

miloju

with fowe/ in VNsg.

milojem

miloji

} mdarkaa ]mﬂoojaa

milojitr.

On-nouns
"field" "oar"
pélje véglé
pélia véald
pélp vésld
péljem véslém
polj4 véslg
poblida vegadlia
péli’fma véalima

C-~noun

"th‘.ﬂg" "JO?"
sivda.’ rddoost
stvdari rddosti




G fmena téléta 1 stvdarju radi -~y

D Imeny 16léin v gtvdard v radostd
I fmenom télétom Pl
pl. NA  stvdari rddosti
NA iménd télaad G stvagrii rddoostil
G imeénda télaadmtélaadii DI stvadrima rddostima
DI fménfma télaadi4laadima

v teladdmd

1.6 Defective nouns.

Some nounsg oceur only in the singular {singularia tantum),

Most personal names and geographical names have no plural forms.
For many speaiers, especlally in the east, the Om nouns Auto and rdadijo and
the On noun k{14 have in the plural only the Gpl. amd that only after numerals.

{Elsewhere, whepre plural meamng would be required. the synomms au, “m 3Ll

rdodijo-apdrdat, and kilogrem are used).

A fmivly large number of words accur only in the phural (pluralis .sntunii.
These include zeographical names such as gfice {dterally "the .-arrows™),
kdarloove: and common nouns like yradts On "door" makaze A "scissors”

1.7  Indeclinabl. nouns.

The word déba "age, pariod. time" has a0 inflectionbr many speakers
of Serbo.Croatian, but must be clagsified as & noun because it fills only thosc
gyntactic frames characteristiec of nouns, In  gntactic congruence it is neuter
singular and inflected adjecuves accompanying it are alway$ NA even in frames

requiring other cases,

5 83
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Examples:

U téc déba su 8e Slovedn! presélili na Bdikdan.
In that period the Slavs migrated to the Balkans,

U stdaroo déba nékii su bIll rébévi,

In ancient times some were slaves,

Alterpatively, déba may be declined as ap On poun with the irregular ending
-n in NAsg. {see 1,1}

Other indeclinables include borrowed feminine names termipating in
coasonant (kirmen "Carmen", nives "Nives"), though these may alternatively
be declined as A nouns (1.1}, and family names of women (o z6rf pépévié "about
Zora Popovid”), )

2,0 Numerals.

The numerals constitute a special class of nominals, uninflacted, sxcept

vestigially, as described below,

The pumerals are;

2. m.n. dvda {. dvde (dvije} 18. 3ésngest

3, trfi 17, seddmndest
4, Eétiri 13, osdmndest
b, plet 19, devétphest
L, Béest 20, dvaddéseet
7. sédam 30. trifdeseet

3, bsam 40, tetordésdet
9. déveet 50, pedéaset ‘
10, déseet £0, Sezdéaset
11, jeddndest . 70. sedamdeésdet
12, dvadndest 80, osamdeséet
¥ teifndost 90, devedéséet
14, Zetsrndest 100. stéo

15, péindest
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and compounds of which the foregoing for the last element, plus rm.n. dba
f. gbe {ébje) "both".

The following are not grammatically numerals: jédfd]n "one” (and iis
compounds} is an adjective and stétina 100", (n}fljada "1000" tfsuéda "thousend"
{used principally in Croate), milljdun (Croatian) or milfiéon (Serbian)
"million", milfjdarda "billion” are nouns, with a full array of inflected forms
appropriate to their classes.

In normal colloquial speech mimerals have contracted aliclogs. Thus,

jedéndest.jedhndaist or jedindajs {and all other numerals ending in -aest

have aliologa in -aaisit), dvaddésectwdviajs(t].trifdéseetutrfidalt),

Setardéadetmdetl 4)rdslt), SezdégdetnBedaslelt,

The numerals dvda, trfl, &tfri and $ba have inflected forma, which
are however not current in colioquial spoken Ianguage, except when they function

either alone without accompanying nouns or else in conjunction with pronouns,

e.g. vima dvems "to you two'. in other usages, dvaa, trfl, &ifri function,

ag do the other numeral 31amely as undeclined nominale: 4260 sam névic od

dvia drduga. "I took the money from two friends. " The declined forms of these

three numerals. as given by the grammars, are:

2 3
m,n. {.
NA dvia dvée (dvlie} trll
G dvidjiue  dvedidu (dvifiiu) . trithiu
DI dvadmé  dvesms (dvieémd tritmd

“dvimd v dvémi w dvjémd)
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"both" 4
NA dba éhe {6bije) détlri
G obadjiu obeéjiu {obiffu) Setfrfijun
bl ' obeemmobjeéma“objé;n-; &étirma
v: dbjema)

The forms in parentheges above are the respective ijekavski variants. In
the usage of many, dveémd {or one of its variants} replaces dvadmi in the m.n.
DL '
2.1 Coliective numerals,

The collective nurderals dvdje "two", tréje "three” in the apoken
langnage function a8 indeclaable nouns and may be accompanied by nouns
{usually those nouns which have a formally singular c;ouective a8 plural, like

t4laad "calves™) in the genitive {plural if the noun hag a plural form). Their

forms are dvéje “two", rojé "three™ tdtvorowmdétvero "four! {coliective

id

numerals higher than four are formed..-b; adding the guffixes ~0r-0w.er-o to the

cardinal numerals, e.g. pétoro "five,"” sadmoro "seven,” gemoro eight’

dvoje and tréie are formed on the stems dvoj-, iroj- with the neuter noun edning -2,
While the colloquial language treats these ag indeclinables, the

grammatical handbooks give a full array of forms, with numerons variants,

a8 follows.
2 3 4
NA dvdie trije Sdtvoronddtvero
G dvodgdes  tTolgd v Sotvobriganetvodrgd
dvdjega trdjega 1 Satvedrgd
D dvodmé tro6mé tetvorodméwietverodmé
wvi dvéiemu witrdiemu w datvodrmdadetvedrmd

wvi dvodmi wa trodmd

1 dvodmd trodmd Zatvodrmiwdetvedrmd
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With pluraliz tantum and with 1tems which come in sets o o .13, enl!ﬁct:\-
numeérical adjectives are used, decqued in a1l the respective plural .ase forms
(indefinite endings) on the same stems as the wndeclinable collectives, thus dvéji,

dvéje. dvéija, dvéiiih, dvéiiima; Eétvori, sédmori, ete.

péprévak trofiih kéolaa the repair of three cars
Zétvore Cdrdpe four (pairs of} stockings

3.0 Pronoins.
3.1 Personal pronouns.

Enclitic ferms are given in parentheses, ;longside the respeciive full form.

8g. person

1. 2. reflexive
N jéa i --
AG méné (me) tébe (te) gébé (se)
D méni (_mi} tébf (ti) _BébY (8
1 mnéom™  téboom séboom

mnodmé

pl. person

1 2
N mii vii
AG  ndas (nas)  vdas (vas)
D1 ndmn (nam} vdma (vam)

The enclitic form 8i, though in colloquial use in the western part of the
Serbo.Croatisn apeech area and though used by older Croa{isn writers, is no
longer recognized ar standard by the normative grammars, 'l:he Isg. variant
mnodme, listed in some handbooks, is rejected as unacceptable by my prinecipal

Informant.
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Enclitic forms are not uscd after prepositions, gxcept in archaic
language, where they occur exclusively in accusative funciion, the (last) vowel
of the preposition being lengthiaed and the (first) vovel recewving single

ffalling) atress nda me {equalS na_méné) "upon me”, dzag me "alongside me”,

third person pronogns

g pl.
m. n. f. m. n, g
N éon 6né ond bnf 6nd énéJ
A ajdu (fewj) s
} njégd  (gawnj) } nffih  (ih)
¢ njée (je}
D njémd (ma) nj6o] (jof)
1 njfimwnjifmé njéomw njodmé njtma (lm)

Stevanovié (1964, 210) states that AGD of the s:ngular pronouns {all
three persons) have alternste forms with aingle rather than geminate stress
(i.e. méne, tébe, njéga, etc.).

The enclitic 21ternate nj i8 waed only for masculine accusative ailter
preposition in archaic language: zda nj "after him", prédag nj "before him".
The enclitic ju is used in formal language to renlave accusative je, when it
would otherwise appear in gequence with the enclitic verb for je "is";
colloquial langnage avoids this by using the full form njtu. The stem of the
third peraonal pronouns is on- iu the nominstive (with leugihening of stem
before the §} and /nj~/ in the remaining cases,

3.2 Iuterrogative pronouns.

{animate) {inanimate)
N K6tk } Btéubta
A k6gd
G } Eégd
D kémé ibmd Eémd
1 kfimuwlzilmé Elimuadifmé
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Fer some speakers, alternate short dative forms kém, &én., vsed only
in confunction with prepositions, exist.

The form $t6 1s used as a clause introducer (5td je don pimetan "Boy, is

he smart!"') and 28 an indeclinable relative (¥¢nd 3t6 si joj ddo knjfeu "the womar

to whom you gave the book'") in all standard speech yarieties. In questions,
including ndireet questions. $ia 19 used in eastern varieties and i8 not unknown
1 western standard spbeech, though 36 is perhaps predominant there; tké

16 & Croatian formal variant of the animate pronoun. now )ittle used in actual
sPeech.”

‘The animate pronoun has the stem /k-/. the Inanimate /&./ (»/5t-/ in
NA, but cf. dialectal &d for 6], Note that the non-nominative forms of the thirq
person and interrogative profouns have the special short adjeclive endings {4 2
as well as facultative addition of /e/ in Isg.

In the nominative, on- hag the indefinite adjective endings, while the
interrogatives have the special ending -o_ (v -al.

1.0 The Adjestive.

The Serbo-Croatian adjective distinguishes the foliowing form
categoriez: case, number and gender. The distinctlive case forms are five-
nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, and instrumental. Vocative is
identical with nominative. The aumbers are singular (sg.) and plural {p1.}
and the gendere masculine {m}, neuter {n} and feminine {{}. These categories
intersect 80 that every adjective hag forms for each case in each of the three
genders in both numbers. But note that the forms are not necessarily separate
phonemic shapes. We will see below that different cases or different genders

may shase forms of identical phonemic shape.
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Alany adjectives also digtinguish a category of definitv ve. indefinite.
Ths ¢ digtinction i8 gradually breaking down in the standard colloquial speech,
so that there i congiderable confusion and interchangeability in the uyse of
defini'e and indefinite forms.

The indefinite {form I8 required in predicative function, while in
at*ributive usage, thg definite is, according to the normative grammars,

" required in conjunction with the deictics {t- "that" etc ) and almost always in
the vocative; otherwise in attributive function occurrence of definite or
indefinile is governed by semantic fact ‘the definite having a meaning
somewhat like that of the definite article in those languages which possess it).
In actual practice, there seems to be a considerable amuunt of {rec variation
with no very clear distinction of the two forms in attrtbutive functions.
Definite and indefinite are distinguished (1) by the shape of the ending in the
NA only, the definite in ali but one case being a long vowel, the indefinite
being the corresponding short vowel: and {2} by stress in some (not all)
adjectives, the definite forms of gsuch adjectives {ali cages) having stress
shifted one syllabic forward from its position in the indefinite (see below).
The facts that in many or most varieties of standard St;rbo-Croatian stress
and lengih contrasts undergo widespread neutralizations in {tems not under
primary stregs and that attributes usually do not receive prtmery streas have
doubtiess contrtbuted to the above mentioned breakdown and confusion of
the definite/indefinite contrast. Because of the lack of a thorough and wideopread
survey as to what standard colloquial usage in this respect actually is, the
definite/indefinite forms are here given as in the {mostly normative and

archaizing) handbooks, except where thase are blatantly at odds with

E
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overwhelming spoken usage {i.e. regarding the gshort noun-like tnde’ 1te
endings of the GD gg. m,n, mentioned below),

Not all adjectives show both definite and indefinite formus. Ameng those
that have only definite (orms are all comparative,'superiative forms (j88ij
“stronger"), forms with ceriain suffixes, as -sk- {{rdncdusidi "French"),

-j= 1pdsfii “of a dog") plus qulte a number of others {é:_d_a_li_{ “lttle", desnfi

“ri ", ete.), 28 well as certain “'pronominal” adjectives (the deictics t-
“that" on» “that over there”, ov. "'this" plus k¢jfi "which", &fjfi "whose").
Those having only indefimte [orms incl. le possessive adjectives, hoth
personal pogsessiv- 1djectives{méoj "my", njégév “hia") as well as those
formed by adding the suffixes =ov. or -in- to noun stems (bratov "brother’s",
séstrin "sister 8" and cerlain others, as sav "all" and those with the suftix »
complex -ak-[adv- (kakav "what kind"). .
4,1 Every adjective form consists of a stem plus an ending.

The stem of an adjective conaists of one or more syllables, or, in ihe
case of a small number of adjectives, is non.syllabic. consisting of a congsonam
or sequencé of consonants. All adjective stems terminate in consonent.

stems

plaav. “bue, blond" Nsg.m, pliav Neg.l, pladvd
s{d}v. "ati" sdv svi

Endings may have the foliowing phonemic shapes: zero {one variant of
one ending; the Nm,sg. Indefinite), single or geminate vowel, single or
geminate vowel plus consonant, or vowel {single or geminate) plus consonant
plus a usually optional single vowel. Three endings which begin with [of

{n,Nsg., m.n,Gsg., m.n.Dsg.) show the morphophonemic alternation fomef
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(/e afer palatal consonant, o/ elsewhere).

4.2 Baslc adjective endings:

definite

HUO:DZR

g o>z

masculine neuter
=i } =00/ +ee
tn —
-oogial /-:eg{a)

-com{eka-comu/ -aemn

<im

numerative m.n.Geg. -4

masculine feminine

-4 } -ee
88
L -

feminine
-aa

B HH

-et

-00j

=00

neuterp
Ak

>

indefinite endings

sg.
N
A

el
N

A

¥ _iih
fimia)
maaculine neuter
- 0 f e
L
masculina feminine

-1 g
g

]

feminine
R

-1

nzuter

In the table above, the sign wain m, Asg. means the dnding is Identical with

Ns, when modifylng {nanimate nouns and with Gsg. when modifying animatc _

nouns, otherwige it separates forms in free variation {in m.n. Dag.}), The

slant line {/) geparates variants showing the /ewo/ alternation, while parentheses

enclose optional final vowels {vowels alternating freely with nutl),
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A special numerative {"du21") form of the Gsg. m.n. {ending -a)
obligatorily occurs when the adjective appears in a noun phrase headed by
the numerals dvaa "two", trfi "three”, étfri "four" or a compound numeral
terminated by one of them. Note that this cannot be said fo be an indefinite
forin, since it occurs in all adjectives, including thoge which do not ghow

indefinite forms: dvka makéddonaia junaskd "two Macedonian heroces".

Indefinite endings occur in the nominative and gccusative singular and
plural. Except for the masculine {definite -ii, indafinite ), the indefinite
ending is identical with the definite ending but with shortened vowel. The
deictic adjectives on the stems gv-, on-, {- have & special definite ending
-aaj in the nominative singular masculine,

For the genitive and dative 8ingulSr masculine and neuvter, normative
grammars List short noun-like endings G -a, D -u for the indefinite. These are

however essentially dead in the colloquial spoken standard, though to be sure,

5til] frequently encountered in writing. Otherwise, in all crses excepting NA
singular and plural, definite and indefinite forms are not differentiated by
ending {but may be differentiated by stress; see below).

Facultatively bisyllabic endings (Usated above with the facultative
vowel of the second syllable in parentheges), namely GDag. m, and n, and
Dipl. m.f.n. occur in their longer or shorter forms in more or less free
variation depending on various factors as style, tempo, "euphony”, etc. The
longer forms tend 1o occur when the adjective is firat in a string of adjectives
with the same ending or when the adjective occurs alone without a noun phrase
head. In the Ipl. the longer form is required when the adjective {occurring
alone) might otherwise be confused with the 1sg. Thus, s ndajboljiima “with

the best {onesg)" requires final /a/ to avoid confusion with # ndajboljiim "with
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tihwe best {one)'. The forms with final -u inthe D.sg. m.n. are used less
frequently (and idiolectically) than those with inal -¢ when the initial vowel
is Jof, but nre required if the initial vowel is fe/.

4.2.1 Bhort ending forms of the GDag. m.n. used in pronominal adjectives.
The following adjective endings with shortened initial vowel oceur in certatn
deictic, possessive, and other pronominal adjectives; stems t- "that", on- "that
over there', ov- "this", moj- "my", tvoj- "thy", svoj "own”, nag. "our”,
vad "your", koj- “which, that”, &ij- "whose, s(ajv- "all”, and saam- "gelg"s 8
G - ogla)/ -egla} .
D - om{eha-om{u} -emin) »

The forms with initial fe/ occcur after "saft” stefnn (namely, thosl; N
ending 10 /j/, /o/ and also s{alv-). The distribution of mona- and bisyllabic
variants is governed by the same factors as in other adjectived. In the Gpl
SV~ has in addition to -iih the variant -ijuu, while the deictics t-, ov-, on~ have
{¢f. some of the pronouns) facultative ending final fe/ in m. n, Isg. However,
this e/ is infrequent and ogcurs mainly when the delctic is itgelf a phrage

head.

Stems ending in o}/ (moj-, tvoj~-, evoj-, koj-) have variant,

contracted forms with thege endings, whereby /i/ is lost and the endings with
initial /e/ are consequently replaced by endings with initied [of: [moj-ega[‘—h
J'mo-ogal; the resultant double vowel 18, of course, the traditional lc;ng vowal,
as in N ag. laol-ﬂ[f “salt'se /ado/. In addition to loss of /j/, there is a change

of stress as well, 3o that we have the alternate forms (the ¢contracted forms being

more frequent):
G mojéglar méopla) kdjdgavkboga
D méjdmuambomu, mdome kdidmuwmkoomu, kéome
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4.3 Morphophonemic changes affecting the adjective stem.
(1) Stems ending in /1/ change /1/ to [0/ before 2 zero ending {seo 0.4g):

Nsg.f Indef., végels Nag. m. indef. végeo gay

.

zld zdo  evil
Wor some speakers, ccrtain stems, e.g. the stems topal- "warm", gol- "naked”,
do not folow this rule, thus, tépal rather than tépao {Nm.sg. Indefinite).
{2} Inserted /a/ between the last twd conscnants of the stem occurs before

zero ending in many adjectives (0. 4h}):

Nsg.f.indef, sv4 Neg.m. indef. s4v all
zld z40 evil
kradtkd kradtdk shori
but ef. présta prést simple. crude

{3) Voicing assimilation:

stem: niz[a}k- Nsg.m.ineof, Lizak  Nsg.f indef. nfska low
teeia) k- teé3dk tedkd heavy

This of courge i8 an automatie change {0, 4a).

(4} Loss of dental st.op between 's z/ and /n/ (0.41), ¢f. Zast[s]n- "honorabic,
Nsg. indef. m. Zdstan, f. dsna.

4.4 Alternation of vowel length. .

{a) Before [of resulting from the change [l4o/, long {geminate) vowel

is shortened {ef. ©¢.4d). Also operative in the verl System. thig change gffecta

one adjective stem.: Nsg. Indef. f. beéld (bijdld) ve. m. beo {blo} "white". With

a preceding single o/ of course, the [o/ from [1/ constitutes a geminate’

{long) vuwel, thus gol- "naked" :\'sg;L indef. f. géld vs. m. géo.

(b) In the following adjectives the root contzins & long vowel before Zero
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ending, short vowel elsewhere:

Nsg. . méja Nsg.m. méoj my
tbjn tvéo} ' your
avéjd 8v60j one’s own
bésd béas barefoot

1¢) The gstem star. Mold” lengthens the root vowel in the definile forms:

Nsg.!. stdra or stdrd vs gstdaraa. Some gpeakers have this pattern in other

adjectives as well: zdrdva ve. zdrdavaa, prdva vs. prdavaa.

4.5 Strese alternntions,
11) Befors the zero ending of Nsg, m. indefinite, shift one syllable toward

beginning of word occurs aatomatically where the aecond half o gomimte

siregs falis o the ending.

f. Zudtd vs, m, Fdut. ve liow
visokd vigdk high
zelénd zélén green

»

This shift also occurs in a large number (but not ali) items ir which the

second half of geminate giress would fall on inserted /a/; the determining

facior hese seems to be that inserted faf precedes /rvf or /1/:

débrd vs., ddbar good
nadgld vs, ndagao precipitous
svedtld (svijétld) ve, svdetaa (svijetaol  bright
podmudklé {or pédruukla) ve. pédmiukso treacherous

There i8 no other intraparadigmatic alteriation within the indefinite
formnse.,
(2} Alternations between the indefinite and deflinite gtems, Where such
alternation occurs, the definite stem shows the shift one syllable toward the

beginning of the word. There is no intraparadigmatic alternation within the

O
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forms on the definite stem. Examples (N.sg. 7, indefinite vs. definile}

Yadgd vs., bldagaa " mid

Cedatd Zdeatan frequent
gruadbd griubaa crude, rough
krifva kriivaa crooked, wrong
gouwt gélaa naked

débrid débraa good

zelénd zélénaa green

dubdkd ddbdkaa deep

4.8 Indeclinable adjectives.
Certain uninflected elements must be clagsed ag adjectives, because
they oceur only in symactic frames characteriatic of adjectives. Unilke

other adjectives, these may have stems ending in & vowel.

Ddaj mu mdlo tadzé Give him a little
svinjakdog méesa. fresh pork.

Téo je tadz¢ mdeso, That '8 fresh meat.

Kudpio sam portagbél T bought a portable
pfadduu maditmd, typewriter.

There Is a falr number of such uninflected adjectives and all of them are
loans from foreign, non.Slavic languages {principally Turkish and German).
The degree of acceptability to speakers varies, Many educated speskers
recognize them as foreign borrowings and would avold them in writtén or
formal oral communication.
4.7 Example paradigms,

In the examples below the definit; formg are given in 21l cages, as
are the indefinite forms for the NA; indefinite forms for the remaining cases
have the same endings as the definite, but retain the accent of the delinite

gtem. The numerative genitive variant of the maaculine and neuter singular -2,




T

which oucury 1n all adjectives, is not listed in the example paradigms bejow.

definite stem: zé&lén- Hgveen”
indefinite stom: zeléns

Eg. masgculine neuter feminine
def. N zdlénii } zé1€noo zélénaa
A 2élémw
G zélénoog(a) zélénee
D zélénoomlewu) zdlénoaj
1 zéléniim zélénoom
indef. N zélén zelénd zelénd
A W } zeléng
pl. masculine fermirine neuter
def. N zélénii } zé¥nee zéldnas
A z6lénee ] L,
G zélénith
DI zdiéniim{n}
indef. N zelén! zelénd zeidnd
A zelénd } }

definite atem: vrdué- ol
indefinite stem: vrudgé”

ag. masculine neuter fermyinine
dei, N wrdudii vrinéee vrduéaa
A Al } -, vrdudun
G vrtudeegla) vrdudee
D vréuéeemiv} vrduéoo)
1 vriuéim vréuéoom
indef. N vrtué vrudéé vruddd
A L ] vruddi
Pl. masculine feminine neuter
def. N vrdudit vriudee vriuéas
A | vrdudee } } »
G vrduéiih ©
D1 vrduéiim{a)
indef, N vruadl vruddé vrudéd
A wruddé } }
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t- "that" (on- "that over there" ov- "this" have same inflection)

gg, masculine nel_.l?ter feminine
N tdaj } téo tda

A M " tdu
G, 153(:) tée

D témiewu) téoj

1 tiirmti{mé téom
pl. masculine feminine neuter
Nt } tée }tu

A tée — .
G Aih

D1 tHim{a}

moi- "my" (tvoj- "thy", svoj- "one’s own", have the same inflection)

sg. masculine neuter feminine
N  méoj mdjé maéjh

A } méid

G 1 . méjéglala méogla) mdjée
D méjémiulvméomien) mdjooj

1 * méjlim mdéjéom
pl. masculine feminine neuter
N  méijt ) } mdjeé } méjd

A Lméjé , P
G méjih

DI méjlimia)

nad+ "our" (val- "your" has the same inflection)

sg. masculine neuter

N nas } nd3e

A C_"‘ ’ Z —
G nd Segla)

D ndZemlu)

I nd3lim

feminine
nisa
ndfu
ndes
nddooj

niéioom
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pl. masculine feminine neuter
N a8 } nd Se né3a
A ndBe )
G - n;;i-i'h
DI niSiim{a)
&j- "whose"

sg. masculine neuter feminine
N &m } Atide EHiba

LA M - - &jdu
G ttjégia) Ljee
D &tiémin) Etjooj
1 Stiim Hjbom
pl. masculine feminine neuter
Nl } ijee } EHika
A Larjee . —
G &ffth
D1 &fifimia)

koj- "which"

sg, masculine neuter feminine
N keéjn } kéjee kéjdn
A LM ) . k6)dn
G kojeglapnkbogia) kéjée
D kojémfu hnkéom(une) kéjboj
1 kéffim ké&jbom
pl. masculine feminine nauter
N «8jn } kéjée } kéjks
A ‘k6j¢o - ,
G kéjtih
D1 kéjtimia)
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3 [a)v. "all"
'gg_. masgculine neuter feminine

N sdv své avd
A tl./‘b ] , svl
G svégs . svée
D svémd 8véoj
1 sviim avéom
pl. masculine feminine neuter
N s ' } své svi
A
G sviihwavTjin
DI aviimwaviimd

NOTES

1, This article and my four previous papers on the grammatical structure of
contemporary standard Serbo-Croatian (see Bidwell 1959, 1964, 1965, and
19569¢) taken together constitute a structural sketch of Serbo-Croa ian.

2. Here ] also want to express my thanks to Professors Pavle and Milka Tvié
who generously supplied me with offprints of very many of their articles,
the reading of which provided many valuable snd fruitful stimuli, even
though 1 have not always agreed with their formulations.

3. 1t is interesting that Serbs from the western part of Yugoslavia, who are
often native speakers of dialects which in prosedic snd other features are
closer to the prescribed norm, based on Vuk and Dani&ié, than is the
speech of the capital, will, upon migrating to Bel grade, consciously or
unconsciously, almost invarisbly hasten to sdapt thelr speech to the urban
kolné ("incorrect” though certain festures of the latter msy be, in the

normativist view).
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t. Ihe ehnvshy grandard 15 esed by beecls from Jerbie finelading Rosove and

the Vojvedinal, while the 1jekavsin standard is used by atl Croats, most
Montenegrins and many Serbs from 3osnis-lie cegoving and Croatia.
Though ekavski is roughly the eastern variety and {jekavski the wastern,
‘the uwe of one or the other standard does not necessarily always reflect

ihe underlying dialect. Thus some Serbs from {jekavski regions use the
ekavski standard and those Croats who concurienily speak an eksvaki or
ikaveki (jat replaced by /i/) dialect, nor;e‘theless use the fjekavski
standard. Crosgoutting the q_ﬁjﬁdicimtomy are a numbes of regional
colloquial standarda {(as distinct # from local dinlects! distinguished manily
by lexicon. Thus & standard speaker from Ssrajevo (Bosnia) may share
ijekuvaki speech with a Zagreb speaker. L.t be gioger in terms of vocabulary
selectlon to 3 Belgrade speaker.

. It appears likely that in addition to the traditionul Inventory of phonemes,

we must also posit & voiced counterpart of fef which appears (1} as a
result of voicing assiraitstion of word«final /¢/ to a fellowing witial voiced
consonant (/Sta3géve~ii/ "fathér is speaking")and {2) in worde with & prefix
ending in fuf followi:d by a /z/: thus rapid /nad3ér/ "supervision™
{zpelied nadzor} va. deliberate /nakd=26r/ vs. /maizér{ "opnion". We

will write {3) ag /dz/ parallel to our uge of digraphs for certain other
phonemes. N

3. Wote *hat the analysls of long vow‘els as geminates requires that we posit

ar. internal junctur® in certain prefixed verbs, e.g. po*ohdlfti se "become
arrogant”, in certain co'rpounde. e.g. plave=6k "blue-eyed”. samo=6dbrana
"gelf -defense"”, within certain loanwards, e.g. zo0-4165k1 ""zoological™ and
between (borrowed) stems ending in vowels and certain case endings, e, g. Isg.
b6=com "boa", re¥é=om "hotplate”, Geg. bilba=a "Bilbao", ragixd "rageut’.
Apl. atadsz¢ "imops! - This junclure is slse required to account for tihe
non -application of palatal assimilation (rule bj in items ltke s=pjfim

"with him" (but note non-etandard Snjlim with no juncture), and for jtems
tike in=jéxcrja "injection” and kon=junktudra. "boom", where /n/ plus /j/ is
not [n ']{phonetic [njin analysed as a biphonemlc sequence /nj/, so too [l ’]

is /1j/). in rapid speech (really normal colioquial speed) many of these
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junciures are deleted, so that we have items Lke 206163kii (normal “long"
vowell, plavdok, and éonje (with [r.’) "he is”. [ symbolize this juncture
with /=/, preferring to retain hyphen(+) aud plus (+) for other uses.

In 1jekavski spéech the disyllabic gequence /ije/ counts morphophonemically
as a long vowel, its short counterpart is fje/. Thus, in the comparative,

where the vowel of a syllable preceding the comparative suffix is regularly
shortened (Bidwell, 1959}, we have, corresponding to ekavski ldep "pretty”,
1ép3ti "prettier", Ujep and 1j¢pall.

. Ruale (b) is automaue only in ekavski speech, in standard ijekaveld speech

the sequences fe/ or fz! plus /1 or fn/ foliowed by the shori reflex of

st’ /le/ are cxempt from this rule; thus ijekavski snjéZan “snowy", sljén.
"erest (of hill;", However, in some non-standard ijekavski speech varjeties
thege sequences too are subject to palatal agsimilation, e.g. 3njéZan, etc

. Fur ijekavski speech an additional rule must be posited. /je/ correspondi .

to morphophonemically long /ije/ is replaced by /if before /o/ from /1—+ .
Thus, we have bijéld vs. blfo. The rule is not automatic, because of
exceptlons like gjdo "sat" (cf. 8ijél6 "party” with [lje/).

. In derivation and in verb morphology there i3 & special J-change of cluste--

with ;3 &, ln addition to that degeribed here; st sk-b#t/ zd zg —» 2d’

Thus, vos[a) k- "wax", vt "waxen", kjrotiti "christen” kjrsten
"chrigtened”. These special changes do not apply in nominal morphology.

A three declengion snalysis was firat proposed by Milija Stanié (1949} and
the genitive singular aa the criterion for differentiating the three declensions
was ortginally proposed by Pavle Ivié (1959).

In two previous articles on Serbo-Croatian (Bidwell 19692 and 1969¢) I
designated the three declensiona as A, B, C, [ gubstitute the designation
O for B to gain an additional maemonic == O nouns comprise mostly the
traditional o-stems (agdo A noune the traditional a-steams) and many of
them (partlculsrly On nouns) have the ending -o in the nominative gingular.
Users of my above -cited articles should remember that B there equals O
here: I have algo used the A, O, C designation in my Outline of Slovenian
Morphology (Bidwell, 1969},
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11. Traditional locative and dative are conibined hem in one case, NDlative), for
thege reasons: Standard spcakers either meake no accent difference between
"locative" and "dative"” or, if thcre is an 2ccent shift, one accent position
occurs when the dative ig in non.prepositional uge and another when dative
occurs as object of a preposition; thus the two accent variants are in
complementary distribution. The reason for this is that the only preposition
in use with the traditional dative was k "toward", now dead in spoken usage
(replaced by prema or other prepositons}, while the "locative™ occurred
anly ag object of various prepositions.

12. Roots, deri;:ational affixes, linking vowelns, ste.m extensions, and {nflectional
endings are ali assumed to possess the siatus of morphemes. Morphemes
are not required to have a single denotative meaning. Thus, the only
"meaning" of the linking morpheme -0- in ldkob razn "breakwater" is its
grammatical function of linking two root morphemes. So too we regard the
stem extension v¥-\A-2¥- (a8 in drdg-ov-i "comrades") as a morpheme,
whose only "meaning" is that it concomitantly (redundantly) signals plural.
Further we do not regard an ending such as -a.in Zénd'"‘woman, wife" asa
portmanteat form subsuming the morphemes “nominative" and "singular",
Rather we regard the exponents of thege categories as grammatical -sememes,
both of which are signaled simultanscusly by the single morpheme -z, )

Endings which occur in the same case, but in different declensions we regard
as separate morphemes (not allomorphs ), because of minimal contrasts such
as ~§ versus -2, both occurring in the nominative singulur with the same or
homophonous steras. So On ktum "godfather” va, A kudmd "godmother"’,etc.
On the other hand, we would regard such homophonous endings as - Nag.

tn A-nouna and Gag. in O.nouns s separate morphemes identical in

phonemic shape, because of their occurrence in distinct and diverse syntactic
environments. Thus, we foliow the methodology of classical strictural
descriptiviam (as exemplified by Nida 1949 and Harriy 1960} in the segmentation
into morphemes. However, like the siratificationalists, we inaist even n’wre
strongly than the classical Bloomric_eld.ians on a strict geparation of levels,
e.2. between the morphemic {inorpho-syntactic} and sememic {semantic).
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f4 In nio.falk - "brain” plus two nouns of rare occurrewce droozfujh- “thrush’”,
Lriz[o3«- "jet, spray” voicing assimilation is progressive rather than
rzgressive, o that cases with non-g§ ending are on the stem mozg-. nidzak,

mazga; drozg- , dréozak. dréozga, brizg- brizak, brfzgg. These are the or.lx

cases of progress.ve assimilation, in all other occurrences, regressive
voicing assmilation is antomatic.

Cenerally, stems ending in /1j nj/ or clusters of sibilant /s 2 ¥ 2/ plus
s.0p or affricote (a8 in udstd Gpl. udgtéa "mouth”} as well as stems ending
1. single consona.t show the ending -2a with no inserted vowel, stems in
other clusters terd to have the ending -ii and no ingerted vowal or the ending
.aa with /ae/ ingerted in the cluster; there are numerous exceptions and

considerable free variation in some items.

1i. In nouns with the extensions -et., -en- I have chosen to analyse the final
vowe! of the NAsg. form as the ending -& rathér than a truncated variant of
the extension (which, of course, it waa historically). My reasons for this
analysis are several. The /e/ 18 phonemically ideitical with the ending -¢ o”
other On nouns and the SprachgefGhl of natives geems to regard it as an
ending, there 15 the parallelism with -0 in &Gdo, Zudésd, which is clearly
an ending and notl a truncation of the extension ¥/-es-/; finally there are
some derivatives which do not show the extension (dedté "child, détfninst
"childish”, jadjé "egg”, jdjdar "egg seller”). The item véZee "evening”
is aralysed as stem vede~ plus ending -¢; stem-final /e/ iz deleted before
extension /-er/ In the oblique casges,

o~
15, Stevanovi} is in error when he states (1964, p, 207) that fénd "fund’ I8 the
only recent borrowing to add the stem extereion /-ov-/; in fact it iz very
productive with borrowings. tfim "team”, (Npl, tfmévi) "team", difp (Npl.

difpovi) "jeep”, mé& (Npl. mé&evi) "match (in sports)”, krés (Npl. krésovi

"cross courry race” ete,

»

1. For at least some speakers in the western part of the Serbo.Croatian area
such aouns are declined ag regular Om in plural {Npl. ending ~i, cf, Brabec,
p. 61}, for such speakers these nouns &re Om aouna of the same type as
méarko "Mark" and the category Om/n is absent from their system.

ERIC
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Staternents concern:g the inflection of interrogative words such ag ko, 86,
kdkdv "what kind", kjfi "which” ete. are understood to apply also to their
derivatives with such affixes as ni-, ot~ i, and the iike (ndko "someone",
nfko "'no one”, {ko "anyone”, sviko "everyonc”). Such derivatives of

interrogatives are pronouns, adjectives, or adverbs in accord with the

form-function class of their source interrogative. Note that in the
derivatives of the inanimate interrogative pronoun we have néste
"something”, but -5ta In other combinations (nfita "nothing", f3ta
“anything"), T
Stevenovié (1964, 316.7) and Brabec et al. (1958, 99} indicate that njegov
"us", njéenvnjeézin "her”, njfhovwnjin "their" too show these shortened
adjectival endings and are supported by Hodge and Jankovié (1965-9), who,
though not discussing the inflection of these items, list forms with
shortened adjectival endings. Maretsé {1963, 194 and 204) and Redetsr
(1922, 81) on the other hand adit {88 alternates to the unraslistic
normative -a, -u} the usual, upshortened adjective endings. Foliowing the
apeech of my principal informant,! claseify these items { njégév etc, above)
as regular adjectives with indefinite endings only in NA and unshortened
adjectival endings in m. n. GDsg.

Stevanovié {1964, 315) also indicates that many speakers treat moj-, tvoj-,
svoj-, na8-, vad-, ko}-, and &lj-as regular adjectives with unshortened
endings in m.n.GDsg.
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